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CURRENT TOPICS. 


Dunine the hearing by Mr. Justice Cozens-Harpy on Saturday 
last of an unopposed petition, it appeared that the original 
petition was not in the hands of the registrar. The learned 
judge said that the solicitors should hand the original petition 
to the registrar. 





THERE 1s a rather diverting mistake in the announcement, 
among the Birthday Honours, of the peerage for Sir Ricnarp 
Wesster. He is gravely described as “‘Q.C., M.P.,” whereas, 
as we all know, he has been sitting for some time as a judge. 





Tue Covuncrt of the Incorporated Law Society have been 
moved by the recent criticisms on their action, and on the pro- 
ceedings of the statutory committee, to issue a statement 

inting out the misapprehensions on which these criticisms 
Lave been based. The society has assumed the duty of apply- 
ing to the court to strike off the roll solicitors guilty of 
professional misconduct, but no duty, express or implied, is cast 
on it to prosecute solicitors who appear to have been guilty of 
criminal offences. The Council, however, place at the disposal 
of the Public Prosecutor the evidence obtained by them in the 
course of the inquiries before the statutory. committee. It 
would have been more satisfactory if it could have been added 
that the attention of the Public Prosecutor has always been 
drawn by the Council to cases in which it appeared 
that offences against the criminal law had been committed 
by solicitors, and it may be hoped that in future this will be 
done. As regards the statutory committee, the Council point 
out that it bas no power to institute i against 
solicitors ; that while the right of direct application to the court 
to strike a solicitor off the roll still exists, there has since the 
institution of the statutory committee been practically no direct 
resort to the court; and that in ten years less than 3 cent. 
of the decisions of the committee have been overruled by the 
court, These facts are well enough known to the profession, 
most of whom have, we believe, the fullest confidence in the 
committee ; but it is useful to bring them before the public and 
the writers in the public press, who, as usual, cheerfully com- 
ment upon, and make suggestions with regard to, matters with 
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THE LATEST amendments which the Guvernment have made 
in the Australian Commonwealth Bill, as announced by Mr. 
CHAMBERLAIN last Monday, have conceded to the colonies of 
New South Wales, Victoria, South Australia, and Tasmania, 
which officially are opposed to the right of appeal to the Privy 
Council, enough of their demands to ensure the acceptance by 
them without demur of the Bill as it will leave the Imperial 
Parliament. The four colonies are anxious to retain in Australia 
the final settlement of all questions arising out of the constitu- 
tion. Queensland takes the other view, and so does Western 
Australia, though this last colony has not yet decided to come 
into the federation. According to the original clause, no appeal 
was to be allowed in matters involving the interpretation of the 
federal constitution or of the constitution of a State, unless 
the public interests of an external part of the Empire were 
concerned. The clause, as now outlined by Mr. CuamBER.ary, 
omits the undesirable term “ public interests,” and provides 
expressly that no question “ arising as to the limits, inéer se, of 
the constitutional powers of the Commonwealth, and those of 
any State or States, or as to the limits, inter s¢, of the constitu- 
tional powers of any two or more States, shall be capable of 
final decision, except by the High Court ”—i.¢., the Federal 
High Oourt—with a saving in case the executive govern- 
ments concerned concur in desiring an appeal to the Privy 
Council. Primd facie the concurrence of the successful party in 
a further appeal is, as the Queensland Government point out, 
very unlikely, and the saving does not appear to be of much 
practical value. The result is, that in ordinary matters of litiga- 
tion the right of appeal to the Privy Council by special leave is 
not touched, but it is cut off just in those cases where one would 
imagine that a reference to an external and perfectly impartial 
tribunal would be most valuable. The clause contained in the 
original Bill enabling the Federal Parliament to make laws 
limiting the matters in which special leave to appeal may be 
asked, is retained; but in order to make it clear that the granting 
of such power does not bind the Imperial Government to assent 
to sor.cenenien pumas by the Federal Parliament, it is to be 
expressly provi t “any proposed laws containing any 
such limitation shall be reserved by the Governor-General for 
her Majesty’s pleasure.” 





Tue pxcision of the Oourt of Appeal last Friday in Re Ely 
(reported elsewhere) seems to us, if we understand it rightly, 
of more than common importance, as somewhat mitigating the 
rigour of a law which has hitherto pressed harshly on those 
who have been technically guilty of a perhaps quite innocent 
“conversion.” In this case the bankrupt Exy, a draper at 
Bournemouth, had conveyed his business just prior to his 
bankruptcy to what was practically a ‘‘one man” company, 
with the result that the county court judge upset the transac- 
tion as a fraudulent conveyance under section 4 (b) of the 
Bankruptcy Act, 1883; declared that the business, as from 
the time of the p sale, had vested in the bankrupt’s 
trustee ; and had ordered that, not only the company itself, but 
also its five directors mally, should account for and make 

all assets of the Colnaa which were, or had been, in their 
ds since the date of the vesting in question. It seemed, 
indeed, that there was ample authority for making the latter 
of thisorder. In Hollins v. Fowler (L. R. 7 H. L. 757) the rule of 
law that the victim of a conversion may proceed at his election 
against the tortfeasor either (1) in an action for damages, or (2) 
for an account of moneys had and received, was much discusse 
but finally left undecided, with reference to the special case of 
an innocent agent : but in a number of subsequent cases, from 
as far back as Stephens v. Elwall (4 Mau. & Sel. 259) in 1815, 
down to so recent a decision as Consolidated Co. vy. Curtis (1892, 
Q. B. 495) in 1892, the liability of an agent has been 
emphatically asserted; though it would ap thatin most 
of these instances—if not in all—the injured party had 
chosen to proceed against the malfeasors in tort. It is 
certain, however, that no distinction had hitherto been drawn, 
in favour of the “es between the alternative remedies; 
and the decision the county court was apparently sup- 
by authority. In the face, however, of these accumu- 
cases, the Divisional Court varied the decision, so far as 





regarded the personal liability of the directors, on the groung 
that the latter, at the time of the action, retained in their own 
hands none of the assets of the business; and this variation the 
Court of Appeal has now unanimously confirmed on precisely 
similar reasoning. In future, accordingly, it will be necessary 
to qualify the original proposition that an injured party is free 
if he chooses, to demand an account from all the tortfeasors 
whether principals or agents, alike, by the important limitation 
in the case of the latter, ‘“‘if and so far as they retain in their 
hands any of the proceeds of the conversion.” Nor dogs it 
matter apparently whether the agent has or has not acted 
innocently. No stress, at any rate, was laid on this point in the 
judgments of the Court of Appeal. 





A question of some interest was before the Divisional Court 
recently in the case of Batt v. Mattinson. The question was 
shortly this—where an Act of Parliament has altered the 
procedure to be followed in prosecutions for a certain offence, 
must the old procedure or the new be followed in a case where 
the offence was committed before the date upon which the Act 
came into force, the prosecution having been commenced after 
that date? The Sale of Food and Drugs Act, 1899, which came 
into force on the ist of January, 1900, provides in section 19 
that in any prosecution under the Sale of Food Acts the summons 
shall not be returnable in less than fourteen days, the time 
previously having been seven days; it also provides that with 
the summons there must be served a copy of any analyst's 
certificate obtained on behalf of the prosecutor. In the case in 
question, the offence charged was said to have been committed 
on the 19th of December, 1899, the analyst gave his certificate 
on the 2nd of January, 1900, the summons was dated the 8th 
of January, served on 9th of January, and was returnable on 
the 19th of January. No copy of the analyst’s certificate was 
served with the summons. Therefore the old procedure was 
followed after the date upon which the Act altering the proce- 
dure came into force. The justices, nevertheless, were of 
opinion that as the offence was committed before the 
Act came into force, it did not apply. They, however, 
stated a case, after hearing the charge on its merits and 
convicting the appellant. It was argued in support of 
the conviction that by virtue of section 38 (2) of the Interpre- 
tation Act, 1889, the old procedure was correct, as that 
section provides that where any Act repeals the provisions of 
former Act, the repeal shall not ‘‘ affect any obligation 
or liability incurred, or affect any penalty or punishment 
incurred under any enactment so repealed, or affect any 
investigation, legal proceeding, or remedy in respect of any 
such . . . Obligation, liability, penalty or punish- 
ment.” It is clear, however, that this ope only applies 
to cases where the enactment creating the liability or punish- 
ment has been repealed. In the present case this was not 80; 
the enactment creating the liability and punishment remains in 
full force, and no doubt the court was perfectly right in over- 
ruling the justices’ decision and quashing the conviction. The 
general rule, as laid down by the court, seems to be that 
enactments merely altering procedure, and not the rights of 
persons, have a retrospective effect unless a contrary intention is 
expressed. This rule is no doubt sound, and the fairness and 
reasonableness of it are especially seen in a case like this, where 
the change in the procedure was made in order to enable aa 
accused person to make better preparations for his defence. 





Ir 18 not often, especially since the Intestates’ Estates Act, 
1884, that trustees have any ground for claiming to retain 
beneficially any part of the trust estate for which no cestwi qu 
trusts can be found; but such a claim was made, though unsue 
cessfully, in Re Bond, Panes v. Attorney-General (ante, p. 467). 
Land had been devised in such a manner as to confer a legal 
estate for life, but no remainders were declared, nor was there 
any residuary devise. The testator died in 1882. In 1889 and 
1892 the land was sold by the tenant for life under the provi 
sions of the Settled Land Acts, and the purchase-money, 
amounting altogether to about £1,900, was paid to trustes 
appointed for the purposes of the Acts. The tenant for life died 
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jn 1895, and, after inquiries under the direction of the court, it 
was certified that no persons had established their claims as heir- 
at-law or next-of-kin of the testator. The question thereupon 
arose, whether the trustees or the Crown were entitled to the 
fund. -Prior to the Act of 1884—and since the testator died in 
1882 that Act did not apparently apply—the Crown took by 
escheat only when there was a vacancy in the legal estate, but 
upon a devise in trust and a failure of cestuis que trust, the 
trustees took beneficially : Burgess v. Wheate (1 Eden 177). On 
the other hand, where the trust estate consisted of personalty, 
the trustees were less favoured, and the Crown took the fund as 
bona vacantia, These rules were illustrated in an interesting 
manner in 7aylor v. Haygarth (14 Sim 8), where real estate was 
devised to trustees in trust to sell and to stand possessed of the 
proceeds on such trusts as the testatrix should by codicil direct. 
She made no codicil, and left neither heir nor next-of-kin. 
After her death the trustees sold the real estate, and it was held 
that they could retain the proceeds against the Crown. The 
property came to the trustees as real estate, and they were 
entitled to deal with it as such, there being no equity in 
the Crown to call for a conversion. In the present case, 
had the land never been sold, the trustees would never 
have had any interest — would never, indeed, have been 
appointed—and the right of the Crown by escheat would 
have been clear. The title of the Crown would have heen 
equally clear had the fund been originally in the hands of the 
trustees as pure personalty. The trustees, however, appear to 
have argued that the money was to be treated as land so as to 
exclude the doctrine of bona vacantia, while at the same time 
there was no equity in the Crown to call for an actual reconver- 
sion. If the property were bona vacantia the Crown would take, 
and equally also if it were in fact land; but since, while really 
personalty, it was notionally realty, the trustees sought to retain 
it. Kzxewicu, J., disposed of their argument by reference to the 
terms of section 22 (5) of the Settled Land Act, 1882. Capital 
money arising under the Act, while uninvested, is, itis provided, 
to be considered as land, and ‘‘ the same shall be held for and go 
to the same persons successively in thesame manner .. . as the 
land wherefrom the money arises would, if not disposed of, have 
been held and have gone under the settlement.” Inasmuch as 
by section 2 (2) estates in remainder, undisposed of and result- 
ing to the testator’s heir, are to be treated as ing under the 
settlement, it followed—so Kexewron, J., held—that the rights of 
the parties were to be determined upon the footing that no sale 
had taken place. In such case there would have been an 
escheat to the Crown, and the Crown consequently was entitled 
to the fund. 





THOsE WHOSE duty it is to enforce the laws against adultera- 
tion of food should be careful to notice the case of Tyler v. King- 
ham § Son, which was decided this week by a Divisional Court. 
Tyter, the appellant, was an inspector, and he had bought 
“butter” from L. for analysis, complying with all the formali- 
ties and requirements of section 14 of the Sale of Food and 
Drugs Act, 1875. On analysis by the public analyst, the so- 
called butter was found to be partly composed of foreign fat, 
and a certificate was given to that effect. A summons was then 
taken out, under section 6, against L. for selling an article not of 
the nature, substance, and quality of the article demanded. 
This summons was, however, dismissed under section 25, 
upon L. proving that he had bought the article from the 
respondents with a written warranty that it was pure butter. 
The appellant then took out a summons against the ndents 
under section 6 of the Margarine Act, 1887, for selling to L. 
margarine otherwise than in a package branded with the word 
“margarine.” On the hearing the certificate of the public 
analyst which was used in the proceedings against L. was 
offered in evidence to prove that the article in question was 
margarine and not butter. The respondents objected to the 
admissibility of this document as evidence, and their objection 
was upheld by the justices. Then, as no other evidence was 
forthecming as to the nature of the article, the summons was 
dismissed, subject to a case stated as to the correctness 
of the justices’ decision in rejecting the evidence offered. 
The High Court has now upheld the decision of the court of 
petty sessions. It is quite clear that the written certificate of 











an analyst cannot in general be used as evidence in any court of 
justice for the purpose of proving the statements contained 
therein. The analyst must himself go into the witness-box and 
give his testimony in the usual way, and submit himself to cross- 
examination. Now, proceedings under the Margarine Act are 
the same as prescribed by sections 12 to 28 of the Sale of Food 
and Drugs Act, 1875; and by section 21 of the latter Act it is 
provided that “at the hearing of the information in such pro- 
ceedings, the production of the certificate of the analyst 
shall be sufficient evidence of the facts therein stated unless 
the defendant shall require that the analyst shall be called 


as a witness.” 





THE QUESTION is, then, what is the meaning of the 
words ‘‘such proceeding’? The words refer back to the 
proceedings mentioned in section 20, and apply only to them, 
in the opinion of Hawxrns, J., in R. v. Smith (44 W. R. 492; 
1896, 1 Q. B. 596). These proceedings appear to be those 
taken in cases where the article in question was bought 
for the purpose of being submitted to analysis, and not those 
taken in cases where the article was bought for any other pur- 
pose. In cases where the article is bought for analysis, it has 
(by section 14) to be divided into three parts, one of which 
must, if required, be delivered to the seller. The seller 
then has the opportunity of having an analysis made 
on his own account, and if this is favourable to him 
no doubt he will exercise his power of requiring 
the public analyst (a copy of whose certificate must be served 
with the summons) to attend as a witness. In such cases it is 
no hardship that the certificate should be admissible as evidence. 
It has been considered doubtful whether the dictum of 
Hawstns, J., referred to above, was correct. The recent deci- 
sion, however, has settled that question, and confirmed that 
judge’s opinion. It must, therefore, be taken as now settled 
that the certificate of analysis is only admissible where the 
article was bought for analysis. Clearly, therefore, it was not 
admissible in the charge under the Margarine Act. To call the 
analyst as a witness must of course add to the expense of pro- 
ceedings, but it is necessary to do so in a case like this. And 
where a retail dealer has sold in good faith an article he has 
bought from a wholesale dealer, it is probably well-spent money 
to convict the chief offender. 





Tue casx of Jones v. Barnett (47 W. R. 493; 1899, 1 Ch. 
611), which has now been affirmed by the Court of Appeal 
(W. N. 1900, 29), and which we discussed ante, p. 236, will 
doubtless be quoted at the Land Registry as shewing the 
benefit of that office. But it will be well to examine the facts 
and see really what conclusion they lead to. The facts were 
that a creditor recovered judgment against a debtor and procured 
an order for sale of an estate in remainder to which the debtor 
became entitled under the will of an uncle, The steps by 
which this sale was procured are fully set out in the report in 
the Weekly Reporter. The judgment creditor, having leave to 
bid, purchased the estate himself. Not long afterwards 
the prior estate determined, and the creditor took ion 
of the property, but soon found himself se with a 
writ of ejectment by another person who claimed to have 

urchased the debtor’s estate about a year previously to the 
Tete of the creditor’s judgment above mentioned. At the trial 
of the action the defendant relied on section 70 of the Con- 
veyancing Act, but Romer, J., held that this section did not 
give the defendant a good title, and that the plaintiff was entitled 
to recover the land, and that decision has now been affirmed 
by the Court of Appeal. Now let us consider the bearing of 
this case on the question of registration of title. It appears to 
us only to shew that possibly deeds affecting land which do not 
carry possession with them ought to be registered, such as 
sales of future interests, and mortgages of all kinds. But we 
can see no ground for requiring registration of either deeds or 
titles in the case of leases and sales where the lessee or purchaser 
enters into possession of the property. In all such cases the 
possession, whether it be actual ocoupation or receipt of rents, is 
a tangible fact, discoverable on inquiry at the property; and 
that fact makes it impossible for the prior owner to practise a 
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fraud upon any third party by a subsequent sale or mortgage 
of the same interest. Registration involves great trouble and 
inconvenience, and it is important that it should be restricted to 
the cases where it is necessary. We ought not to conclude 
our comments on this case without warning our readers that 
it is quite clear that the order for sale of the debtor’s future estate 
was improperly made, as it is now settled law that a future 
estate is incapable of actual delivery in execution, and cannot, 
therefore, be sold under the Judgments Act, 1864: see Re 
Harrison and Bottomley (47 W. R. 307 ; 1899, 1 Ch. 465), Hood- 
Barrs vy. Cathcart (43 W. R. 586; 1895, 2 Ch. 411), 





ASSIGNMENTS OF LEASES. 

Uron the literal meaning of the words of sub-section 4 of 
section 24 of the Judicature Act, 1873, it must be admitted that 
there was some reason for the decision of Rrpizy, J., in Gentle v. 
Faulkner (68 L. J. Q. B. 848), that a declaration of trust of 
leasehold property in favour of atrustee for creditors was equiva- 
lent to a legal assignment ; but the decision overlooked the fact 
that the courts have declined to give effect to the literal meaning 
of the words by abolishing the distinction between legal and 
equitable estates, and that the practice of conveyancing in 
respect of leasehold estates in particular has never been 
supposed to be affected by the statute. It is not surprising, 
therefore, that the Court of Appeal have reversed the 
decision (see the report elsewhere) and have thus removed the 
temporary doubt, if such it could be called, which had been cast 
upon the law. 

In Gentle v. Faulkner premises had been demised in 1897 for 
a term of twenty-one years, and the lease contained a covenant 
by the lessee ‘‘not (except by will) to assign or underlet the 
premises or any part thereof without the consent in writing of 
the lessor first had and obtained.” It also contained a proviso 
for re-entry ‘‘if and whenever there shall be any breach or non- 
observance of any of the covenants,” or “if and whenever the 
lessee shall become bankrupt or have a receiving order made 
against him, or shall execute an assignment for the benefit of 
his creditors.” In January, 1899, the lessee, who was the 
defendant in the action, executed an assignment for the benefit 
of his creditors of all his ‘‘ freehold, copyhold, and other lands, 
estates, tenements, hereditaments, and premises (save and 
except such as are of leasehold tenure),” and as to leasehold 
property of which he was possessed, the deed contained a 
declaration that he would stand possessed of it in trust for the 
trustee, “and to assign and dispose of the same in such manner 
as the trustee shall from time to time direct for the purposes of 
these presents.” The lessor relied upon this assignment as a 
breach of the covenants in the lease, and he sent to the 
trustee’s solicitors by post a notice of a claim for forfeiture. 

To support the forfeiture it was necessary to treat the deed of 
assignment either as a breach of the covenant not to assign 
the demised premises, or as a breach of the condition against 
executing an assignment for the benefit of creditors. If there 
had been a breach of the former covenant, then by virtue of 
section 14 (6) of the Conveyancing Act, 1881, the usual 
statutory notice was not necessary before the exercise by the 
lessor of his power of re-entry, and the plaintiff would be 
entitled to recover without regard to the validity of the notice 
which had in fact been served. And the result would be the 
same if the proviso for re-entry on executing an assignment for 
the benefit of creditors could be regarded as a condition against 
disposing of the land leased, since sub-section 6 excludes from 
the benefit of section 14 covenants or conditions against “‘ assign- 
ing, underletting, parting with the possession, or disposing of the 
land leased.” On the other hand, if the deed of assignment 
operated neither as an assignment of the land Jeased, nor as a 
breach of the condition against disposing of the land, then the 
leesor would be driven to rely exclusively on the condition 
against assigning for the benefit of creditors. Sub-section 6 
would in such case not apply, and there would be no right of 
re-entry until the statutory notice had been properly served. 
As the notice had been served on the trustee under the deed of 
assignment instead of on the lessee, it was doubtful whether this 
requirement had been satisfied. 
oder the law previous to the Judicature Act, it was clear 








that no dealing with leasehold property which did not amount 
to a transfer of the legal estate would constitute a breach of a 
covenant not to assign: see Doe v. Hogg (4 Dow. & Ry. 226), 
But section 24 (4) of the Judicature Act, 1873, enacts that the 
‘‘courts shall recognize and take notice of all equitable estates, 
titles, and rights . . . in the same manner in which the Court 
of Chancery would have recognized and taken notice of the same 
in any suit” before the Act. It would have been possible 
under this and other provisions of the Judicature Acts to huld 
that the distinction between legal and equitable estates had been 
abolished, and that equitable estates were entitled to the same 
advantages and incidents as legal estates. But it is well known 
that no such revolution in the law of property has been effected, 
“Tt has been argued before us,” said Corron, L.J., in Joseph vy, 
Lyons (15 Q. B. D., p. 285), ‘‘that the difference between legal 
and equitable interests has been swept away jby those statutes, 
But it was not intended by the Legislature, and it has not been 
said, that legal and equitable rights should be treated as 
identical, but that the courts should administer both legal and 
equitable principles.” The most noteworthy example, perhaps, 
of the effect which the Judicature Acts have had upon the legal 
position of parties is to be found in the doctrine of Walsh vy, 
Lonsdale (31 W. R. 109, 21 Ch. D. 9), under which an agree- 
ment for a lease which is capable of specific performance is, 
the purpose of proceeding in a court which could grant specific 
performance, treated as equivalent to a lease, so as to give the 
lessor the same legal rights—as, for instance, the power of 
distress—as he would have under an actual lease. But it is 
noteworthy that in Friary v. Singleton (47 W. R. 93; 1899, 
1 Ch. 86) Romer, J., refused to extend this doctrine to the 
case of an assignment of a lease, so as to place the person 
entitled under an agreement to assign in the same position as an 
actual assignee. Referring to Walsh v. Lonsdale, he said: 
“That was a case concerning the rights of two persons under 
one agreement, whereby one agreed to grant a lease to the 
other, and possession had been taken{on the footing of the agrae- 
ment, and it was held that the tenant in possession must be 
held, as between him and the landlord, to hold on the terms of 
the agreement as if the lease had been granted.” But the same 
principle did not apply so as to make agreements to assign 
equivalent to assignments as regards all the persons, whether 
parties to the original lease or not, who might be affected. 

In Gentle v. Faulkner Ruwxezy, J., appears to have regarded the 
principle of Walsh v. Lonsdale as capable of wider application. 
The trustee under the deed of assignment had, he poiated out, 
taken possession, and the Court of Chancery would before the 
Judicature Acts have ordered the lessee on application to carry 
out the assignment. “It seems to me,” he continued, ‘‘ to 
follow that this court now must recognize and take notice of 
that right in the trustee and that duty or liability in the debtor, 
and, if so, there was an assignment of the leaseholds as much 
as of all the other property of the debtor. It matters not that 
the trustee has not actually called on the debtor to assign, if 
he has the right to do so, and if the debtor has the liability so 
to assign.” It may not be altogether clear why an agreement 
should for some purposes, as in Walsh v. Lonsdale, be treated as 
equivalent to the creation of a legal estate, and why in other 
cases it should be treated as going no further than raising 
an equitable interest; but it is obvious that the decision 
of Ripizy, J., had it been upheld, would have given a rude 
shock to conveyancing practice. The doctrine of Walsh v. 
Lonsdale has become settled law, and by subsequent decisions 
its operation has been defined; but to extend it in the 
manner suggested by Riwtey, J., would have gone far in the 
direction of that identification of legal and equitable interests 
which, as has been already pointed out, the courts have declined 
to recognize. The Court of Appeal, accorgingly, have reversed 
his judgment, and have affirmed the settled rule that, for the 
purpose of dealings with leasehold property, an agreement to 
assign and an actual assignment are two distinct things, and 
that an agreement to assign, or a declaration of trust, does not 
constitute a breach of a covenant against assignmeut simply. 
Of course, where the covenant is more extensive and covers 
either assigning or parting with possession of the prem's@, 
other considerations arise, and such circumstances as those 10 








the present case might well amount to a breach. 
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Upon the view taken by Rivtzy, J., it was unnecessary to 
discuss the other points specified above, but the Court of 
Appeal have found these also in the lessee’s favour. The con- 
dition against an assignment for the benefit of creditors was not 
necessaiily a condition against “‘ disposing of the land leased ” 
within the meaning of sub-section 6 of section 14 of the Con- 





veyancing Act, 1881. The assignment, said A. L. Sarra, L.J., 
might or might not dispose of the land. Hence the lessor had 
no right of entry for the forfeiture until the statutory notice had 
been served. By section 14 it is provided that the notice shall 
be served ‘on the lessee,” and under section 67 of the Con- 
veyancing Act any notice required by the Act to be served on 
a lessee is to be sufficient “although only addressed to the 
lessee by that designation, without his name, or generally to the 
parties interested, without any name.” Hence in a case where 
the lease has been assigned, a notice addressed to the original 
lessee and ‘‘all others whom it may concern,” and served 
on the person in occupation has been held to be sufficiently, 
served: Cronin v. Rogers (Cab. & El. 848). In the present 
case, however, the lessee appears to have been quite 
ignored by the lessor when the notice was sent to the 
trustee under the deed of assignment, and the Court of 
Appeal have held that the requirements of the statute had not 
been observed. The lessor accordingly failed to establish his 
right of entry, though incidentally he has been the means of 
affirming the existing practice with regard to assignments of 
leaseholds. 








THE DISCHARGE OF DEBTS. 
II. 


4, Release.—A release given without valuable consideration of 
the whole or part of a debt is invalid unless made by deed : 
Hdwards vy. Weekes (Freem. OC. B. 230, pl. 239), Corporation of 
Scarborough v. Butler (3 Lev. 237), May v. King (12 Mod. 537), 
Fitch v. Sutton (5 East 230). This is the rule in equity as well 
as at law: Cross v. Sprigg (6 Hare 552), Edwards v. Walters 
(1896, 2 Ch. 157), By the law merchant, however, the liability 
on a bill of exchange or promissory note may be discharged by 
an express renunciation by the holder; Foster v. Dawber (8 Ex. 
$37, 851). But by the Bills of Exchange Act, 1882, s. 62, 
such renunciation is required to be in writing, unless 
the bill or note be delivered up to the acceptor or maker: 
see Edwards v. Walters (ubi supra). There may, however, 
be an implied release of a debt at common law, as if 
the creditor appoint the debtor his executor; but such 
a2 appointment does not discharge the debt in equity 
unless there be evidence of the testator’s intention to forgive the 
debt: Simmons v. Guttridge (13 Ves. 262, 264), Strong v. Bird 


valuable consideration by due compliance with the law respecting 
voluntary transfers of property. The principles of that law are 
well ascertained. If the thing intended to be given 
be capable of transfer at law, it must be effectually 
transferred at law, or the donor must constitute him- 
self a trustee thereof for the donee; but an attempted but 
ineffectual transfer at law is invalid and will not be supported 
as a declaration of trust : Richards v. Delbridge (L. R. 18 Eq. 11). 
If the thing to be given be an equitable interest only, there 
must be either an assignment thereof to the donee, or a declara- 
tion of trust by the donor, or a direction to the trustee thereof 
to hold in favour of the donee : see Lewin on Trusts, (10th ed.) 
68-76. Whether the mortgagee have the legal estate or only 
an equitable interest in any lands or goods mortgaged to him, it 
does not appear that his charge and interest in the same can be 
effectually transferred to the mortgagor merely by the cancella- 
tion of the mortgage deed, though made by the mortgagee with 
every intention of making a present of his interest to the 
mortgagor. There is, however, a decision of Lord Harpwicxz 
in the case of Richards vy. Syms (Barn. Ch. 90), that a mortgage 
is altogether released by a gift of the mortgage deed made by 
the mortgagee to the mortgagor with the intention of 
forgiving the debt. In that case a mortgage of lands 
had been made by demise for a term of years, and the 
mortgagee subsequently gave and delivered over the mortgage 
deed to the mortgagor with the intention of releasing the debt. 
Lord Harpwicxe held not only that the mortgage debt was 
thereby released, but that a bill for foreclosure subsequently 
brought by the mortgagee must be dismissed. It is worthy of 
note that in this case the mortgage was by demise for a term of 
years, and that the surrender of a term was not then required 
to be made by deed, and might (as it still may) be well made in 
law without deed or signed writing by relinquishing possession 
of the demised premises or giving up the key: see Phen? v. 
Popplewell (12 C. B. N.S. 384). In this case it is presumed 
that the mortgagor remained throughout in possession of the 
lands; but it is conceivable that the handing over of the 
mortgage deed, without which the mortgagee could not have 
asserted his right to enter into possession of the land, might be 
regarded as equivalent to a surrender in law of the mortgage 
term. But it cannot be said that Lord Harpwicke expressed 
this view. The ground of his decision seems to have been that, 
as in the case of a mortgage the mortgagee’s estate in the land 
is in equity only a security for the money due, when the debt is 
discharged, the interest in the land follows of course: Barn. Ch. 
93. The case of Richards v. Syms was commented upon, and recog- 
nized as authoritative in Byrn v. Godfrey (4 Ves. 5, 10), Duffield 
v. Elves (1 Bli. N. 8. 497, 536-540), Cross v. Sprigg (6 Hare 552, 
556), see also Zuylor v. Manners (L. R. 1 Ch. 48, 56). But with 






respect to the release of the charge made by a mortgage, an 
exactly contrary decision was given by Kay, J., in Re Hancock 
(36 W. R.710). In that case there had been a mortgage of a 
reversionary interest in personal estate to which the mortgagor 
was entitled under a will. Nearly thirty years after, the 
mortgagor having never paid any interest or given any acknow- 
ledgment of the debt, the reversionary interest fell into posses- 
sion, whereupon the executor and residuary legatee of the 
mortgagee sent the mortgage deed to the mortgagor with a 
letter expressing an intention to make him a present of it. Kay, 
J., decided that such gift and delivery of a mortgage deed, having 
been made without valuable consideration and without deed, did 
not operate to release the charge on the mortgaged personalty. 
It is to be observed that in that case the debt was barred by the 
Statute of Limitations. In holding that the gift of the deed 
was no release of the charge, the learned judge followed a case of 
Re Richardson (30 Ch. D. 398), where the mortgagee of lands by 
d-posit of one of the title-deeds handed over the deed, not to the 
mortgagor, but to a third person, expressing orally an intention 

to give him the benefit of the charge, and it was held that this 

was not a valid transfer of the charge, and moreover did not 
pass the property in the deed. 

In one respect, however, the decision in Re Hancock seems to 

have been wrong. The judge said that he would, if necessary, 

hold that the mortgage deed itself could be recovered back from 

the mortgagor. But it seems well settled that the gift and 
delivery of the mortgage deed by mortgagee to mortgagor passes 






































(L. R. 18 Eq. 315), Re Applebee (1891, 3 Ch. 422). And at 
common law the-marriage of the debtor with the creditor 
operated to release the debt (8 Rep. 136); but it does not appear 
that marriage has this effect under the Married Women’s 
Property Act, 1882. It is said that a debt due by bond or 
covenant is released by cancellation of the deed with intent to 
release the debt: Harrison v. Owen (1 Atk. 520). By cancella- 
tion, as by tearing off the seal, a deed is made void, and no 
action can thereafter be maintained upon it: Pigot’s case 
(11 Rep. 27a), Mathewman’s case (5 Rep. 226), and see Atty v. 
Parish (1 Bos. & Pul. N. R. 104). But if the deed contained a | 
conveyance of lands or goods, the cancellation of the deed does 
hot operate to reconvey the estate assured thereby: Ward v. 
anes (6 H. & N, 87, 656), Gunner v. Adams (13 L. J. N.S. 


This being so, it appears that the cancellation of a mortgage 
ted containing a covenant for payment of the mortgage money 
may be equivalent to a release of the debi, as it destroys the 
right of action on the covenant. But it does not appear that the 
mere cancellation of a mortgage deed by the mortgagee can 
operate as an effectual release of the charge created by the 
Mortgage, even though the cancellation were made with 
intent to release the charge. For a debt is nothing else 
than a right of action against a particular person, and must 
neces arily cease to exist when the right of action is destroyed. 
But tLe charge created by a mortgage of lands or goods is an 
interest in property, and can only be transferred without 
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to the latter the property in the deed regarded as a piece of 
parchment: Barton v. Gainer (3 H. & N. 387), Rummens v. Hare 
(1 Ex. D. 169). On this point Kay, J., ought certainly to have 
distinguished the case before him from that of Re Richardson, where 
the deed attempted to be given was not the mortgage deed and was 
not therefore the property of the mortgagee. —e the gift of 
the mortgage deed by mortgagee to mortgagor may be regarded 
as equivalent to cancellation, as the mortgagor thus becomes 
absolutely entitled to the deed, and may destroy or cancel it as 
he will. If so, it seems that such a gift may be a release of the 
mortgage debt, though not of the charge created by the 
mortgage. 

5. Bankruptcy.—The discharge of debts may take place under 
the bankruptcy law, either by an order of discharge being given 
to a bankrupt, or by the acceptance by the creditors and 
approval by the court of a composition or scheme of arrange- 
ment. In either case the debtor is released from all debts 
provable in bankruptcy, with certain specified exceptions; but 
this does not release any person who at the date of the receiving 
order was a partner or co-trustee with the debtor, or was jointly 
bound or had made any joint contract with him, or any person 
who was surety or in the nature of a surety for him: see Bank- 
ruptcy Acts, 1883, ss. 30, 150; 1896, ss. 3, 10. As between 
debtor and creditor, however, the obligation is completely dis- 
charged ; for a debt barred by the present Bankruptcy Acts or 
the Act of 1869 cannot be revived by a subsequent express 
promise to pay it, unless made for a new valuable considera- 
tion, or (it is presumed) by deed: see Heather v. Webb (2 
C. P. D. 1), Jakeman v. Cook (4 Ex. D. 26). 

It may be observed, in conclusion, that though the right of 
action, which is of the essence of a debt, be barred by lapse of 
time under the Statutes of Limitation, the obligation is not 
utterly discharged thereby. For the debt may be revived by 
an acknowledgment in writing signed by the party chargeable 
or his agent, or by some payment on account thereof. Indeed 
it has been laid down that, when the Statute of Limitations 
has taken effect, the debt still exists and the remedy alone is 
barred: Courtnay v. Williams (15 L. J. N. 8. Ch. 204, 207). 
But this seems to go beyond what is correct. A debt appears 
to be nothing else than the right to sue for money due; and if 
this right be taken away, it does not appear that the debt can 
remain any longer in existence as a perfect legal obligation. It 
is held accordingly that a statute-barred debt cannot, as a rule, 
be set off against an enforceable debt or claim: Remington v. 
Stevens (2 Str. 1271), statute 9 Geo. 4, c. 14, s. 4; Walker 
v. Clements (15 Q. B. 1046), Dingle v. Coppen (1899, 1 Ch. 720). 
A statute-barred debt appears, however, to be recognized as an 
existing obligation in the following cases: An executor or 
administrator may, as is well known, lawfully pay the same, 
unless the question of the liability to pay has been referred to 
the court, or the estate is being administered by the court, and 
some party to the proceedings insist that the defence of the 
statute shall be taken (Re Wenham, 1892, 3 Ch. 59), or unless 
it has been judicially declared by a court of competent jurisdic- 
tion that the debt is barred by the statute: Midgley v. Midgley 
(1893, 3 Ch. 282). And if one who seeks to obtain payment of a 
legacy, or a residuary bequest, or a share of an intestate’s estate 
were indebted to the testator or intestate, the amount of the debt 
must in equity be accounted for and taken in satisfaction pro 
tanto of the fund claimed, even though the debt were barred by 
statute: Courtnay v. Williams (ubi supra), Re Cordwell’s Estate 
(L. R. 20 Eq. 644), Re Akerman (1891, 3 Oh. 212). 

T. Cyprian WILu1ams. 








In the House of Commons on Monday Mr. Hogan asked the Attorney- 
General whether there was any system of rotation regulating the appear- 
ances of the representatives of Australia, Oanada, and South Africa on 
the Judicial Committee of the Privy Council; and whether he could state 
the number of sittings of the Judicial Committee that had been attended 
by these colonial representatives since their appointment. The Attorney- 
General said no such system of rotation has been established. Sir Samuel 
Way, Ohief Justice of South Australia, attended eleven sittings in 1897. 
Sir Henry de Villiers, Chief Justice of the Cape of Good Hope, nine 
sittings m 1897, and has regularly attended the meetings during the 
present sittings, which commenced on the 8th of May. Sir Henry Strong, 
Chief Justice of Canada, has attended twenty-eight sittings—viz., four in 
1897, eleven in 1898, and thirteen in 1899. 
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REVIEWS. 
BAILMENTS, 


THe Law oF BAILMENTS, EMBRACING DeEposiTs, MANDATES, Loans 
FoR USE, PLEDGES, HIRE, INNKEEPERS, AND CARRIERS. By 
Epwarp BeEat, B.A., Barrister-at-Law. WitH NoTEs 10 
CANADIAN CasEs. By A. C. Forster Bourton, Barrister-at- 
Law. Butterworth & Co. 


Mr. Beal has spared neither industry nor ingenuity in the pre- 
paration of this work, which occupies a position intermediate between 
an ordinary treatise and a digest of cases. A treatise, when its author 
is of sufficient repute, is undoubtedly the most convenient form in 
which the law can be presented. The author has made it his business 
to examine the cases and extract from them the principles which he 
considers to be involved, and he fails in his duty if he does not present 
the result of his inquiries in clear practical order and in moderately 
readable form. The digest, on the other hand, is purely mechanical, 
Its mission is to furnish a guide to all the cases, but it does little 
towards providing the reader with the reasons on which they 
were decided, and it is of slight use unless reference can be readily 
made from it to the reports. Mr. Beal’s volume is apparently 
intended to unite some of the advantages of a treatise with those of a 
digest, with the difference that instead of bare statements of facts 
and decisions he quotes at length from the judgments delivered. To 
do this for all the various matters which are included under bailments 
has naturally made the work a bulky one, but every effort seems to 
have been made by clear arrangement and suitable divisions and 
headings to make the work easy of access. It requires only 
a glance at its pages to see how many cases of importance have 
quite recently been added to the law. Thus the rights of the 
finder of a chattel have been discussed in South Staffordshire Water 
Co. v. Sharman (1896, 2 Q. B. 44), referred to at p. 72; the 
effect of the Factors Acts in enabling the purchaser under a hire and 
purchase agreement to dispose of the goods has been considered ia 
Helby v. Matthews (1895, A. C. 471), referred to at p. 194; the extent 
of an innkeeper’s lien has been defined by (Gordon v. Silber (26 
Q. B. D. 491) and Robins & Co. v. Gray (1895, 2 Q. B. 501), referred 
to at p. 326; and the liability of railway companies in respect of 
passengers’ luggage has received the attention of the House of Lords 
in Great Western Railway Co. v. Bunch (13 App. Cas. 31), referred to 
at p. 591. Where, as in the case of the Factors Acts and the carriage 
of goods, the law depends on statutes, the terms of the statutes are, 
so far as necessary, incorporated in the text. The table of cases gives 
references to the various series of reports, and the dates are stated 
both there and in the text. The inclusion of notes to Canadian cases 
will doubtless insure for the book a favourable reception in the 
Dominion. Here we have no doubt that it will be found extremely 
useful, and lawyers are indebted to Mr. Beal for the great labour he 
has expended in its preparation. 





BOOKS RECEIVED. 


A Treatise on the Principles of the Law of Compensation. By 
C. A. Cripps, Q.C., M.A., B.C.L. Fourth Edition. Stevens & Sons 
(Limited). Price 25s. 


CORRESPONDENCE. 
THE CLERKS IN THE CENTRAL OFFICE, 
[To the Editor of the Solicitors’ Journal. ]} 

Sir,—With reference to the answer given by Mr. Hanbury in the 
House of Commons last week respecting the clerks in the Central 
Office of the Supreme Court of Judicature, may I point out that 
although the Rigby Commission does not apply to them, a special 
commission which sat in 1887 under the presidency of the late Lord 
Coleridge to inquire into the working of the Central Office, 
recommended, amongst other things, compulsory retirement at sixty 
for junior clerks, and at sixty-five for first class clerks. Some of the 
recommendations which were detrimental to the interests of the third 
class clerks have been carried out, but no steps have been taken to 
introduce retirement. 

Mr. Hanbury certainly did not magnify the hardships suffered by 
the third class clerks. Nearly half of them have served as such for 
periods ranging from fifteen to twenty years, while there are five with 
over twenty-five years’ service, and notwithstanding this there are 
still six clerks who are over the age of sixty-five, three of whom have 
had more than fifty years’ service. 

Furthermore, petitions signed by a large majority of all the clerks 
in the Central Office have been forwarded from time to time to the 
Lord Chancellor praying for the introduction of compulsory retire- 
ment. Recently a letter has been sent to the Lord Chancellor, 
the Lord Chief Justice, and the Master of the Rolls, pointing out the 
fact that the President of the Probate Division has been able to cause 
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the retirement of clerks who are over the age of sixty-five in the 
Probate Registry, asking for relief to be given to them in a like 
manner. 

It certainly seems strange that notwithstanding the recommenda- 
tion of the Coleridge Commission, the expressed wish of a majority 
of the clerks themselves and the precedent afforded by Sir Francis 
Jeune, the heads of the Central Office have not yet been able to bring 
about a reform so reasonable and so necessary. VERITAS. 








CASES OF THE WEEK. 


Court of Appeal. 
GENTLE ». FAULKNER. No. 1. 18th May. 


LANDLORD AND 'TENANT—LEASE—COVENANT NOT TO ASSIGN—DEED oF 
ASSIGNMENT FOR BeENnzEFiIT oF OrEpiIrorsS—TeENANT TO Sranp PossEssep 
or LeAsEHOLDS upon Trust ror Truster or Oreprrors—RIGHT oF 
LANDLORD TO Rer-ENTER — Notice — ConvEYANCING AND Law oF 
Prorgzrty Act, 1881 (44 & 45 Vicr. c. 41), s. 14, sup-sxcrion 6 (1). 


This was an appeal by the defendant against a judgment of Ridley, J. 
The action was to recover possession of a messuage with a shop on an 
alleged forfeiture of a lease. By a deed dated the 6th of December, 1897, 
the plaintiff demised to the defendant a messuage and shop for twenty-one 
years. The defendant covenanted that he would not (except by will) 
assign or underlet the demised premises without obtaining the consent of 
the plaintiff. It was provided in the deed that if and whenever there 
should be any breach or non-observance of any of the defendant’s covenants 
therein contained, or if and when the defendant should become bankrupt 
or (inter alia) should execute an assignment for the benefit of his creditors 
it should be lawful for the plaintiff at any time thereafter to re-enter the 
demised premises. By an indenture dated the 6th of January, 1899, the 
defendant aesigned to a trustee for the benefit of his creditors the whole of 
his real and personal property except leaseholds, and further declared that 
he would stand possessed of all leasehold property of or to which he was 
then possessed or entitled upon trust for the said trustee, and to assign and 
dispose of the same in such manner as the said trustee should from time to 
time direct. Notice of breach under section 14 of the Conveyancing and 
Law of Property Act, 1881, was sent and delivered to W. B. Keen, 
the trustee under the deed of assignment, for the benefit of creditors on 
behalf of the defendant. The trustee since the assignment had had 
possession of the shop and managed the defendant’s business. Ridley, 
J., having taken time to consider his judgment, decided in favour of 
the plaintiff. He held that the declaration of trust of the leaseholds 
contained in the deed of assignment operated, since the Judicature Act, 
1873, as an assignment, and that, therefore, there had been a breach of 
the covenant not to assign, and that the plaintiff was entitled to re-enter 
without giving the notice required by section 14, sub-section 1, of the 
Conveyancing Act, 1881, inasmuch as the case came within the exception 
of “a covenant against the assigning of the land leased ’’ contained in sub- 
section 6 (1) of that section. From this judgment the defendant now 
appealed, and on his behalf it was contended that the covenant not to 
assign was a covenant not to execute a legal assignment, and that the deed 
of assignment and the declaration therein as to the leaseholds was not a 
breach of such covenant; and further, that notice of re-entry must be 
served on the lessee before the lessor could re-enter, and this not having 
been done, the plaintiff was not entitled to succeed. 

Tae Courr (A. L. Smurrs, Vavcnan Wriitiams, and Romer, L.JJ.) 
allowed the appeal. 

A. L. Smrru, L.J.—The covenant not to assign contained in the lease 
meant a covenant not to make a legal assignment. The defendant, when 
he executed an assignment for the benefit of his creditors, expressly said 
he assigned everything except leaseholds. How could that be said to be 
an assignment of his leasehold premises? The plaintiff had not proved a 
breach of the covenant. Then another point had been raised—namely, 
whether the defendant by executing this ussignment for the benefit of his 
creditors had broken a condition against the disposal of the land leased so 
that the lessor was entitled, under section 14, sub-section 6 (1) of the 
Uonveyancing Act, 1881, to re-enter without giving the lessee any notice. 
The lessor could not do so unless there was an express covenant not to 
assign and a breach of such covenant was proved. But here no breach had 
been proved, and therefore it was necessary in this case to serve notice of 
te-entry on the defendant. This had not been done. The notice had 
only been given to Keen and therefore the notice was not sufficient. 

Vaucuan Wiiu1aMs, L.J., agreed. 

Lourr, L.J., in giving judgment, said he agreed. A covenant against 
assigning means a legal assignment, and such a covenant was not broken 
by a declaratio. of trust. 1t had been contended that, since the Judicature 
Act, 1873—section 24, sub-section 4, of which provided that the courts of 
common law should recognize equitable estates—a declaration of trust had 
the effect of a legal assignment. That was not so. Sub-section 6 (1) of 
section 14 of the Conveyancing Act deals with two classes of covenants or 
conditions (1) against the assigning, underletting, parting with the posses- 
Sion, or disposing of the land leased, and (2) as to forfeiture on the bank- 
Taptcy of the lessee. The lease in question contains conditions of both 
these classes. In no true sense can it be said that a proviso against 
making an arrangement with creditors is within the second class. Further, 
the notice given was not sufficient. The lessee was beneficially interested, 
and ought te have been served. Appeal allowed.—Counss., H. Tindal 
Atkinson and 7. H. Carson; Witt, Q.C,, and F. N. Keen. Sourcrrors, 


Xobbins, Billing, & Co., for M. 7. Hodding, St. Albans; Hannay § Reynolds. 
[Reported by E. G. Srituwewt, Barrister-at-Law. | 





WELSBACH INCANDESCENT GAS LIGHT CO. ». NEW SUNLIGHT 
INCANDESCENT CO. No. 2. 16th May. 
Practice—INTERROGATORIES—OFFICER OF ComPANY—KNOWLEDGE—MAtTTERs 

Previovs to Formation or Company — Coursz or Employment — 

Surricrency or Answer—R. 8. C., XXXI. 5, 24. 

This was an appeal from Byrne, J., in an action for infringement of a 
patent. The plaintiff company was incorporated in 1897, and acquired the 
business and assets of an old company asa going concern. The officers 
and servants of the old company were continued in the employment of the 
plaintiff company. The defendants, in their particulars of objection, 
stated want of novelty on the ground of user of the invention in question 
by the old company in 1891 and 1892, before the patent was taken out. 
Byrne, J., gave leave to the defendants to interrogate the secretary of the 
plaintiff company as to the use of the invention in 1891 and 1892 by the 
old company. The secretary, by his answer, stated that he had no 
personal knowledge whatever; that he had made inquiries of the directors, 
officers, servants, and agents of the plaintiff company as to what know- 
ledge they had acquired in the course of their employment by the plaintiff 
company, and had been unable to obtain any information from them, they 
informing him that, as such directors, officers, servants, and agents, they 
had no knowledge of the matters. He also stated that he was advised that 
he was not bound to make inquiries of any persons who might happen to 
be directors, officers, servants, or agents of the plaintiff company as to any 
knowledge or information they might possess accidentally not in the course 
of their employment and not in the ordinary course of their business as 
such ; and he had. therefore, not made such inquiries. The defendants 
applied for an order requiring the secretary to give a further and better 
answer to the interrogatories, and Byrne, J., made an order to that 
effect. The plaintiff company appealed. 

bier Covrr (Wexnstzr, M.R., and Ricsy and Oottrs, L.JJ.) allowed the 
appeal. 

Wesstzr, M.R.—The question is whether an officer of a company who 
has been ordered to answer interrogatories is bound to make inquiries of 
persons from whom he ought to seek information as to matters which arose 
before the company was formed. Byrne, J., has decided that he is, but I 
am of opinion that the learned judge has gone too far. In my opinion, an 
objection such as has been taken by the officer of the plaintiff company 
will be effectual, and if he has honestly made investigation as to the 
affairs of the company, he is not bound to inquire as to matters which 
occurred before the company was formed, or as to matters which may 
have come to the knowledge of servants of the company in other capacities 
than as servants of the company. Their knowledge must be knowledge as 
to the affairs of the company, and not knowledge as to anything else. It 
has been suggested that rule 24 of order 21 enables us to decide this question. 
I do not think there are any words in any of the rules which help us. and 
in my judgment rule 24 was not meant to determine this question at all. I 
think the solution of the question rests on this particular ground, what is 
the position of the person who answers the interrogatories? It seems 
to me that whether you speak of an individual or of a company, the 
reason why a person answering interrogatories is bound to answer only 
as to his own personal knowledge or knowledge acquired by his servants 
in the course of their employment is that an answer to interrogatories 
isan admission on the part of the party answering or at all events an 
answer by which he is bound. The defendants here have said ‘hat they do 
not want to take this answer as an admission, but only as giving them 
information. I do not know any authority for this, and it seems to me 
that such a practice might be dangerous. I think I should have come to 
this conclusion without previous authority, and I do not know that there is 
any direct authority, but it seems to me that the rea-oning of Smith, L J., 
in Chaddock v. British South Africa Co. (44 W. R. 658; 1896, 2 On. 159) 
ought not to be lightly disregarded. He rays there: *‘ I thmk the mvan- 
ing of ord. 31, r. 5, must be that if a judge thinks that a member of a 
company is in such a position with regard toa company that he is a proper 
person to answer the interrogatories on their behalf, he may order him to 
do so, and that his answers will in that case bind the company.’’ Ido not 
think that the arguments drawn from the old practice can prevail, but as 
1 understand the old practice it depended toa large extent on the view 
that the person answering had to search his conscience so as to make his 
admissions binding on him. Though possibly in Bolckow v. Fisher (31 
W. BR. 235, 10 Q. B. D. 161) the learned judges had not this argument in 
their minds, they do say that a man is bound to inquire of his servants or 
agents as to their knowledge, but not as to that which was only known to 
them accidentally and not in the ordinary course of business. It seems to 
me that the principle at the bottom of this distinction is that you are ro 
get the knowledge of a party from the persons who have the knowledge, 
but not to use interrogatories to get at some indirect knowledge of the 
persons who have to answer them. The question of principle is clearly 
raised in this case and the appeal ought to be allowed. 

Ricry and Corus, L JJ., ‘delivered judgments to the same effect.— 
CounsEL, Moulton, Q.0., 7. Terrell, Q.C., and 4. J. Walter ; Bousfield, 
Q.C., and Neill. Soxrtcrrors, Faithfull § Owen ; Michael Abrahams § Co. 

[Reported by J. I. Srinurve, Barnster-at-Law] 


Re ELY. Ex parte THE TRUSTEE. No. 2. 18th May. 
Banxruptcy — Fravpvtent TRANSFER oF Busryess tro Oompanr— 

Avorwance BY Truster — Conversion —Wartver or Tort —Acoount 

AGAINsT CompaNy AND Directrors—No Prorrrs Remarnme rn Hanps or 

Drrecrors—Liasiuiry oF Drraecrors tro Account. 

This was an appeal in bankruptcy from a decision of the Divisional 
Court (Wright and Phillimore, JJ.) varying the decision of the county court 
judge at Poole, and raised an important point as to the personal liability 
of the directors of a com in cases in which they have been guilty of a 





conversion on behalf of their company. The bankrupt Ely formerly 
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carried on a drapery business at Bournemouth, and was indebted in 
1899 to the firm of McArthur & Co. in a sum of about £20,600 
On the 8th of August McArthur & Co. commenced an action against 
Ely for £809 due to them on three dishonoured bills. On the 4th 
of September Ely agreed with one Roantree for the sale to him of his 
business in order to convert it into a limited company. On the 25th 
of September the company was registered under the title of Stephen 
Ely & Co. (Limited); and on the 26th of September they adopted the 
contract of sale already mentioned of the 4th of September. On the 
29th of September judgment was obtained against Ely in the action com- 
menced against him at the suit of McArthur & Co., and on the 20h of 
November Ely was adjudicated a bankrupt in proceedings based upon 
this judgment. On the 4th, 8th, and 26th of December various transfers 
of the bankrupt’s property were made to the company in pursu- 
ance of the agreement of the 4th of September. The county court 


judge on the application of the trustee (1) set aside the sale to the | 


company carried out in pursuance of the agreement of the 4th of 
September, on the ground that the same was a fraudulent conveyance 
under section 4, sub-section 1 (4), 
declared that the business of the bankrupt was vested in the trustee as 
from the 4th of September ; and (3) ordered that (a) the company should 
deliver up and pay to the trustee the property and assets of the bankrupt, 
and that (2) each of the directors should deliver and pay to the trustee all 
of such property and assets as were then or had been, and to account for 
such parts thereof as had been but were not then, in his possession 
or control. The Divisional Court, whilst confirming the rest of the judg- 
ment, varied it so far as related to the personal liability of the directors, 
on the ground that these latter had been guilty of no personal misconduct, 
and that at the date of the proceedings they retained in their own hands 
none of the proceeds of the bankrupt’s business, but had paid them all 
over to the company. Against this variation the trustee in bankruptcy 
now appealed; and it was argued on his behuli, (1) that in cases of 
conversion the injured party was at liberty cither (a) to proceed 
against the tort-feasor for damages in tort; or (4) to elect to treat 
the latter as his agent, and claim from him an account for moneys 
had and received: Smith v. Baker (L. R. 8 OC. P. 350). He was at 


liberty, moreover, to proceed against those who had converted as agents | 
Stephens v. Elwall | 


equally with those who had converted as principals: 
(4 Maule & Sel. 259), McEntire v. Potter (37 W. R. 607, 22 Q. B. D. 438, at 
p 441), Barker v. Furlong (39 W. R. 621; 1891, 2Ch. 172), Consolidated Co v. 
Jurtis (40 W. R. 426; 1892, 1 Q. B. 495, at p. 497 (distinguishing Turner v. 
Hockey, 56 L. J. Q. B. 301) ), Betts v. De Vitre (16 W. R. 529, 5 New Reports 
165), Bullen and Leake on Pleading (5th ed., 1897), p 300. The innocence 
of the tortfeasor was immaterial (Hollins v. Fowler, L. R. 7 H. L. 757); 
and here, too, it was submitted that the directors had notice. 
was also made on the part of the appellants to Smith v. Sleap (12 M. & W. 585 
and Re Hirth (47 W. KR. 192; 1899, 1 Q. B. 612). On the part of the 
respondents it was contended that to ask the directors to account for 
moneys which tbey had only received as agents and had duly handed over 
to their principals was practically to sue them for damages, and that it was 


not now open to the trustee, having once elected to proceed by way of | 


account, to proceed against the directors in tort: Smith v. Hodson (4 T. R. 
211), Smith’s Leading Cases (9th ed.), IL, p. 138; Ex parte Vaughan (33 
W. RK. 151, 14 Q. B D. 25). The appellants, however, in their reply 
maintained that there had never been any such election: Rice v. Reed 
(1900, 1 Q. B. 54). 

Tue Covrt (Wezster, M.R., Ricpy and Cots, L.JJ.) disallowed the 
appeal. 

Wenster, M.R.—Some very important questions of law have arisen in 
the present case, but I do not feel it necessary to deal with them all. It 
is admitted that no profits of the goods that have been sold have remained 
in the possession or pockets of the directors themselves—indeed, the 
directors have never claimed any poss 
right. Under those 





circumstances is there any claim which can 


be enforced against the directors which can justify us in calling | 
In this case I think that the fair result of | 


on them to account 
what happened .is this, that the trustee disaffirmed the conveyance to 
the company and claimed that the business was his own. Under those 
circumstances he has a claim against the company for a real account of 
what they have done. I cannot sce that after having claimed from the 
company an account of the goods they have sold, and after having 
admitted that the directors have made no personal profit, he is entitled to 
call upon the latter to account. The decision of the Divisional Court must 
be affirmed. 

Ricsgy, L.J., concurred. 

Coiirss, L.J.—I am of the same opinion. So soon as the transaction 
by which this company seemed to acquire a property in the goods of the 
bankrupt has been declared void, we arrive at the following result. The 
company has been carrying on a business which belonged to the trustee— 
which was not their own at all. That being so, the trustee is at liberty to 
say: I am in a position to sue you in tort, or, in the alternative, tocall you 
to account for money had to my use. If he choose to proceed in tort, 
the facts would justify judgment against the company and its directors 
alike. If he choose to proceed by way of account, dealings which, 
without his assent, would be unlawful, are not unlawful now. He 
has chosen to proceed by the latter course. But at this point another 
fact is introduced into this discussion. It is admitted that the directors 
have paid over everything that they have received. To ask them 
to account for this now would be inconsistent with the alterna 
tive that the trustee has adopted. The two states of things cannot co- 
exist.—CounseL, Neville, Q.C., and Muir Mackenzie; Herbert Reed, Q.C., 
and Cooper Willis; E. Clayton. Soxtcrrors, Phelps, Sidgwich, & Biddle; A. 


Marchant ; Ward, Perks, & Mackay. 
[Reported by J, E. Monrnis, Barrister-at-Law.) 





High Court—Chancery Division. 
Re HOFFE’S ESTATE ACT, 1855. Kekewich, J. 16th May. 


Petition—DistRisuTIoN oF Funp 1x Court—REcTIFICATION oF Derp— 
J URISDICTION—ASSIGNMENT—DEFECTIVE TiTLE—SvUBSEQUENT ACQUISITION 
or Goop Tirtz. 

Petition for payment out. In 1884 P. R. Hoffe, believing that he wus 
entitled to one-sixth, though in fact only entitled to one-ninth, of the fund 
in court, purported to assign his one-sixth share to one Upcraft. In 189% 
P. R. Hoffe became entitled to one-sixth of the fund. The petitioners 





of the Bankruptcy Act, 1883; (2) | 


Reference | 


asked that the fund might be distributed on the footing that one-ninth 
| only of the fund passed under the assignment of 1884 to Upcraft. The 
| respondent Upcraft and his mortgagee claimed the whole of the one-sixth 
| share. 
Kexewicn, J., said : The question here depends upon the effect of the deed 
of the 24th of May, 1884, which purports to assign one-sixth share of the 
petitioner Philip Rideout Hoffe, though he was only entitled to one-ninth, 
| It might be said that in order to determine this question the court must 
| decide that the deed ought to rectified or set aside. This gives rise to an 
argument whether a complete distribution of the fund can be made on 
| petition. Reference was made to Re Bird (3 Ch. D. 214) and Lewis y, 
| Hillman (3 H. L. C. 607), in each of which cases the court saw its way to 
| determine on petition dealing with a fund in court questions which ar 
| generally raised in an action. In each of those cases the petition was pre. 
| sented under the Trustee Relief Act, and in Lewis v. Hillman the Lord 
| Chancellor took care to point out that the express provisions of that Act 
| made it unnecessary to file a bill, unless there was urgent reason for such 
| procedure. Here the money was paid in under a private Act, and the 
| considerations which prevailed in Lewis v. Hillman are not directly applic. 
| able. Nevertheless, the court should he shrewd to overcome objections 
| to deciding on petition any questions cou -erning the distribution of a fund 
| in court, and even if there were mor- <ifficulty here than really exists] 
should be extremely unwilling to put the parties to the expense and delay 
| of anaction. On reflection 1 think that a conclusion as to the rights of 
the parties is possible on consideration of the deed of assignment and the 
subsequent deeds without inquiry whether any case is made for rectification 
or for restoring the parties to their original position. I may, however, add 
that rectification and restoration seem to me alike impossible. Onder the 
settlement of the 17th of June, 1845, Philip Rideout Hoffe, the assignor, 
| was at the date of the assignment entitled to one-ninth. That the assign- 
ment passed this one-ninth which the assignor actually had is beyond 
| question, as is also the intention to sell and purchase one-sixth. The 
property comprised in the settlement was real estate and this character 
Was preserved on conversion by the private Act. Therefore the 
three shares which had vested in the deceased infant devolved on 
the eldest son, who executed a deed of the 4th of April, 1896, under which 
each of the surviving children became entitled to one-sixth of the fund. 
The respondent Upcraft, the as:ignee under the deed of the 24th of .May, 
1884, and his mortgagee claim the entire one-sixth of the fund, and in my 
judgment their claim is well founded. P. R. Hoffe assigned as beneficial 
| owner, and the covenants implied in such an assignment by the Con- 
veyancing Act are therefore imported into the deed. Probably the claim 
of the assignee might be rested on that ground; but I prefer, a 
Shadwell, V.C., did in Noel v. Bewley (3 Sim. 103), to take the broader 
ground and to hold that though the assignment was of a defective title, 
yet as the as-ignor afterwards acquired a good title to one-sixth this court 
will make that good title available to make the assignment effectual. My 
conclusion therefore is that the one-sixth belongs to the assignee and his 
mortgagee.—CounseL, Faweus; P. F. Wheeler. Sourcrrors, Lewis § Sons ; 
William Sharp. 


[Reported by 8, E. Wit.1ams, Barrister-at-Law 


session of them in their own | 


THE DUKE OF 


| Re THE DUKE OF RUTLAND'S SETTLED ESTATES i a 
th 


RUTLAND v. THE MARQUIS OF BRISTOL. Byrne, J. 

15th May. 

Serrtep Lanp—Power uNpER A SETTLEMENT APART FROM THE Serr 
Lanp Acrs, 1882 ro 1890, ron Tenant vor Lire To Grant Busipine 

| Leases or Survace ReservinG tHE MINERALS BENEATH. 


| Adjourned summons. This was a summons taken out by John Henry, 
Duke of Rutland, asking for a declaration that the duke, being tenant for 
life under a certain indenture of settlement dated the 6th of June, 1859, 
had power under the Settled Land Acts, or under the said indenture of 
settlement, to grant leases of the settled estates for building purposes, 
reserving the minerals under the land. The settlement of 1853 c mntained, 
amongst other things, the following powers: ‘It shall be lawful for the 
aid dukée’’ (a predecessor in title of the present duke) ‘‘ during his life, 
and also for each ef his said three sons and for his said grandson, as all 
wien euch son or grandson shall be in the actual pos ession of and entitled 
t» the receipt of the rents and profits of the settled premises during 
the life of such son or grandson, and afterwards for the trus.ees or -_— 
during the minority of any son of any of such tenants for life who, if 0 
fuil age, would, for the time being, be entitled to the possessivn or the 
receipt of the rents and profits of the said premises by any indenture 
or indentures to limit or appoint by way of demise or lease all or 
any part or parts of the same premises with the appurtenances 
(except certain lands therein mentioned) ‘‘to any person or persons 
ior apy term or number of years absolute, not exceeding twenty 
years, to take effect in possession, and not in reversion or by way? 
| future interest, so as there ehall be reserved on every such demise 
| lease the best and most improved yearly rent or rents, to be incident - 
tne immediate reversion that can or may be reasonably gctte1 withou 
taking afine,’’ &c., ‘‘ and so as there be contained in every such limitation 
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or appointment by way of demise or lease a condition for re-entry,’’ &c., 
“and so as the lessee or lessees do execute a counterpart thereof and do 
thereby covenant for the due payment of the rent or rents thereby 
respectively reserved and to be not made dispunishable for waste. Pro- 
vided also that it shall be lawful for the person or persons for the time 
being empowered to make such limitation or Sa by way 
of demise or lease as aforesaid to demise or lease or enter into 
any contract or agreement in writing for demising or leasing for any 
term or number of years not exceeding ninety-nine all or any part or 

of the said settled premises’’ (except as aforesaid) ‘‘ unto any 
person or persons who shall improve the premises to be comprised in 
such demise or lease or in such contract or agreement as aforesaid by 
erecting and building any new house or houses or other buildings or by 
rebuilding, repairing, enlarging, or improving any houees, erections, or 
buildings for the time being standing on the lands or premises or any part 
thereof or shall covenant or agree so to do within a reasonable time 
to be specified in such demise or lease or contract or agreement as aforesaid 
go as there be reserved the best yearly rent or rents to be incident to 
the immediate reversion that can be reasonably gotten without taking a 
fine,’ &c., and with a provision for re-entry and all proper and ueual 
covenants. ‘‘ Provided also that it should be lawful for the person or persons 
for the time being empowered to make such limitation or appointment by 
way of demise or lease for twenty-one years as aforesaid to grant, let, or 
lease in possession to any person or persons for any term not exceeding sixty 
years, any mines of coal, lead, tin, copper, iron, ironstone, or other materials 
or substances, or quarries, pits, or beds of marble, gravite, slate, limestone, 
or other stone, clay, or earth, either opened or not opened, and either 
with or without any messuages, buildings, lands, kilns, ovens, furnaces, 
or hereditaments convenient to be held therewith,’’ &c., or to make brick, 
&c., ‘‘and to grant such liberties, licences, power, and privileges, for 
digging, working, getting, rendering merchantable, and disposing of any 
such coal,’’ &c., ‘in such manner and under the reservations of such 
rents, tolls, duties, royalties, or reservations, by the acre, ton, or other- 
wise, and under such agreements and upon such terms as are or stall 
tbe ususl in such cases in the county or places where such mines or 
quarries shall be situate as the person or persons for the time being 
exercisng this present power shall think proper, the said rents, tolls, 
duties, royalties, and reservations to go and be reserved and paid to such 
person or persons respectively for the time being as shall be entitled to the 
freehold or inheritance in possession of the said settled premises.’’ 
Successive tenants for life under the settlement had been in the habit of 
grtarting building leases reserving the minerals, but on negotiating with a 

roposed tenant for a building lease, the tenant refused to take a 
leae of certain of the settled lands on the ground that as the mines 
anier the lands proposed to be leased had already been let to a 
colliery company, the present tenant for life had, according to the 
decision in Newell and Nevill’s Contract, no power to lease the surface. 
Hence the prerent summons to determine whether the tenant for life had 
ach power. Durivg the argument a discussion arose as to whether all 
parties interested were represented in court, and it was held that the 
irustees of the settlement, who appeared by counsel, sufficiently represented 
interests other than those of the tenant for life. The following authorities 
were referred to during the argument: Davidson’s Precedents, 2nd ed 
(1864), vol. 5, part 1, pp. 150 and 259; Bythewood and Jarman on Con- 
veyancing, 3rd ed., vol. 4, p. 614; Soxtcrrors’ Journat, vol. 44, p. 2; 
Newell and Nevill’s Contract (1900, 1 Ch. 90) ; Dayrell v. Hoare (12 Ad. & Ell. 
356); Buckley v. Howell (29 Beav. 546); Cockerell v. Cholmeley (10 B. & C. 
564); Smith v. Jersey (2 Brod. & Bing. 597 to 610); Re Gladstone (44 
Soricrrors’ JouRNAL 448). 

May 15.—Byrne, J.—In this case a summons has been taken out asking 
whether under the powers of the Settled Land Acts or under the powers 
contained in a certain settlement there is a power to grant leases of the 
settled estates for building purposes reserving the minerals under the land ? 
As a matter of fact a summons was taken out prior to a decision of the 
Court of Appeal in the case of Re Gladstone, a note of which appears in the 
Weekly Notes for the 12th of May, 1900, and the question in that portion of 
the summons so far as it relates to the powers under the Settled Land Acts 
does not now arise. The question I am asked to determine is whether the 
tenant for life has power to grant leases of this description reserving 
the minerals. Under the settlement there are very full powers given 
and particularly there is a power in these terms. [His lordship proceeded 
to read the clauses in the settlement which are material to the present 
case, and continued:] The power is extremely full in terms, and 
probably, but for a recent doubt suggested in the case of Re Gladstone 
before it was settled in the Court of Appeal, this summons would not have 
arisen. I am of opinion that it is quite clear that there is a power to grant 
building leases reserving minerals under the land under such a power as is 
contained in this settlement. With regard to the cases of Dayrell v. Hoare aud 
Buckley v. Howell, those have been dealt with by the late Master of the Rolls 
(Sir N. Lindley) in the case of Re Gladstone, and I need add nothing more 
with reference to them. With regard to the case of Cockerell v. Cholmeley 
(10 B. & C. 564) there was in that case a power given to trustees to sell an 
estate with the consent of the tenant for life. The power was to sell all or 
any part either together or in parcels, and it was held in that case the 
trustees could not sell that estate exclusive of the timber growing upon it, 
leaving to the tenant for life by the same deed power to sell wood and 
underwood at separate prices. It was held in tnat case that the power 
was not well executed, but that has no relation to the present case. 1 may 
mention that to decide otherwise would lead to a most extraordinary 
result, and one that never could have been thought of by the framer of 
this settlement. When a tenant for life comes into porsession and he finds 
mining leases existing over a portion of the estate, is it to be said that he is 
not to be entitled to grant building leases if persons are willing to take 





building leases of the land under which those mines are? The case, in 
my opinion, is quite clear, and, if any authority were wanted on the point, 
the case of Re Gladstone affords such authority. There will be a declaration 
therefore, that the applicant, the duke, under the power contained in the 
indenture of settlement, has power to grant building leases reserving the 
minerals. The trustees to take the costs out of the capitalin their hands. 
—CovcnseL, Vaughan Hawkins; Dighton N. Pollock. Soxicrrors, Eyre, 
Dowling, § Co. 
[Reported by R. Leigh Ramssotnam, Barrister-at-Law.]| 


Re EDWARDS. FIELDINGS (LIM.) v. FRANKLIN, Byrne, J. 
19th May. 
Trust—Deposir sy Exectror at A Banx—Banx as Trustez—Notice— 
INJUNCTION. 


Trial of action. J. E. by his will, and a codicil thereto, directed that 
the residue of his real and personal estate should be realized and paid 
into the County of Gloucester Bank to the credit of ‘‘the beneficiaries 
under the will of James Edwards,’’ and the annual produce thereof paid 
to his daughter N. B. during her life, and after her decease the compuis 
thereof to be equally divided amongst all his grandchildren, children of 
his said daughter N.B. and of his son H. E., living at the testator’s 
decease. The testator died on the 4th of October, 1888, leaving N. B. and 
seven of her children, and five children of H. E., him surviving. Oa the 24th 
of October, 1888, the will was proved by M. E. and the defendant Franklin. 
In 1889 M. E. and the defendant Franklin drew a cheque for £1,375 upon 
an account standing in their names at the County of Gloucester Bank at 
Cheltenham as the executors of James Edwards, deceased, in favour of 
‘*the beneficiaries under the will of James Edwards, deceased,”’ and 
desired to place it to the credit of a deposit account similarly intituled, but 
the bank refused to do so, and the executors subsequently drew a cheque 
for the same amount on the same account, but in favour of N. B. and each 
of the twelve grandchildren of J. E. who were living at the testator's 
death; the names of all the thirteen people (most of whom were infants) 
being written upon the cheque. There was also written on the cheque a 
direction that the bank should pay the interest on the £1,375 (which was 
placed to a deposit account) to N. B. for her life. The bank accepted the 
cheque, and placed the amount to the credit of a deposit account 
in the names of the tenant for life and each of the twelve named grand- 
children and annexed a direction to pay the annual interest to N. B., the 
tenant for life. M. E. died, leaving the defendant Franklin sole surviving 
executor and trustee of the will of J. E. By two deeds of assignment 
dated respectively the 24th of April, 1893, and the 13th of December, 1894, 
two of the grandchildren—namely, KE. C. B. and J. E. B., assigned their 
interests under the testator’s will to the plaintiff company, and notices of 
theze assignments were duly given to the bank and to the lega! personal 
representatives of the testator. The plaintiffs, under the impression that 
N. B. was dead, applied to have the shares of their assignors, K. U. B. and 
J. E. B., paid over to them, but the defendant Franklin merely referred 
them to the bank and the bank refused to acknowledge the assignments of 
1893 and 1894 and stated that it would not pay over the £1,375 or any part 
of it, except on the signature of the twelve grandchildren named in the 
account, or, if any of them were dead, then of the survivors or survivor, 
and it refused to recognize the plaintiffs at all. It was afterwards 
discovered that N. B., the tenant for life, was still alive. The County of 
Gloucester Bank was afterwards taken over by the defendants Lloyd’s 
Bank (Limited). For the plaintiffs it was contended that the defendant 
Franklin had committed a breach of trust in not paying the money either 
to the bank to the account directed by the testator, or, if the bank refused 
to open such an account, then into court, which would have taken 
such an account. As to the bank, it had notice of the trusts 
upon which the money was held and had accepted those trusts. 
It had fultilled those trusts from the time the account was opened to the 
present day. If an individual had acted as the bank had acted he would 
clearly have been held to b2 a trustee, and there was no reason why the 
bank should escape from being held to be in a similar position. As the 
tenant for life was still alive, the plaintiffs asked for a declaration that they 
were entitled, subject to her life mterest, to two-twelfths of money held 
by the bank, and that the bank took with notice of the trust, and for an 
injunction restraining the bank from paying over the whole of the money 
to the survivors of the twelve grandchildren of the testator, if any of them 
(as there was some evidence to show) were now dead, and that the defendant 
Franklin was not warranted in depositing the money belonging to the 
testator’s estate in the way he had done, and had committed a breach of 
trust. Counsel for the defendants were not called upon. 

Byrneg, J., held that the action was unjustifiable and that the plaintiffs 
were entitled to no relief against the executor. The bank had an account 
standing m the names of its customers which would in due time be 
honoured. When the money came into the customers’ hands they, the 
customers, would be bound to deal with it as directed by the will. They 
were the legal owners of the fund. It was to be observed that not one of 
the persons in whose names the account stood was before the court. The 
action had been misconceived. Dismissal with costs.—CounsrL, Ashton 
Cross ; Dickinson ; Levett, Q.C., and Lacey Smith. Soxtcrrors, Wendybank, 
Samnell, § Behrend ; Crowders, Vizard, § Oldham, for Ticehurst § Sons ; Hickin, 
Smith, § Capel Cure, for 8. B. Billings, Cheltenham. 

[Reported by R. Lergu Ramssoruam, Barrister-at-Law, | 


ROSENBAUM v. BELSON. Buckley, J. 16th and 17th May. 
Venpor aND Purcuaser—PrinciraL anp AGent—Lanp—AUTHORITY TO 
Srrt—Brinvine Conrracr. 

This was an action by a purchaser for specific performance of an agree- 
ment entered into by estate agents to sell hou es, ard raived the question 
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whether the instructions given by the vendor to the agents to sell the 
houses for him , hd them the power to enter into a contract for sale bind- 

him. The defendant, a shoe manufacturer, as the owner of the lease- 
hold houses in question, on the 4th of December, 1889, gave the following 
written instructions to Messrs. Dickson & Newman, auctioneers and land 
agents: ‘‘ Please sell for me my houses 75, 77, 79, 79a, 81, 83, Wellesley- 
street, Stepney Green, and I agree to pay you by way of commission the 
sum of 24 per cent. on the purchase price accepted.”” Messrs. Dickson & 
Newman accordingly sold the houses to the plaintiff, and they and he 
entered into a short written agreement of a simple character dated the 11th 
of Décember, 1889, stating that the plaintiff had become the purchaser of the 
property for £785, and he paid them £78 deposit, for which they gave him 
a receipt. The defendant having refused to complete the purchase, the 
plaintiff broughtthis action. The defendant contended thathe had not given 
Messrs. Dickson & Newman authority to enter into a binding contract for 
sale, but only to negotiate a sale, and relied on the case of Chadburn v. 
Moore (67 L. T. 257, 61 L. J. Oh. 674). The plaintiff contended that the 
authority given was sufficient, and also gave evidence that the defendant 
had given express verbal authority to the estate agents to enter into the 
contract. This was denied by the defendant. 

Buckuey, J.—It is contended on behalf of the defendant that an agent 
for sale has not authority to sign a contract unless express authority to 
sign a contract, as distinguished from authority to sell, is proved. I think 
that is not the law. A sale primd facie means a sale effectual in 
point of law, including the execution of a contract where the law requires 
a contract in writing. I do not find anything in the circumstances of this 
case which induces me to say that the word “ sell’? here means less than 
this. The authorities upon the point are few. In Hamer v. Sharp (23 
W. R. 158, L. R. 19 Eq. 108) the authority was ‘“‘to procure a 
purchaser”; in Godwin v. Brind (17 W. R. 29, L. R. 5 C. P. 299m) 
the advertisement was for persons “to treat and view”; in Chadburn v. 
Moore (67 L. T. 257, 61 L. J. Ch. 674) the instructions, which were verbal, 
were to ‘‘find a purchaser’’; in Prior v. Moore (3 Times Rep. 624) the 
owner instructed an estate agent ‘‘to place the property upon his books 
for sale.’’? In these cases it was held that the agent was not authorized to 
sign a contract. None of these cases covers the present one. Hamer v. 
Sharp did not decide that the agent had not authority to enter into any 
contract for sale, but only not into the one he actually did ; and in Saunders 
v. Dence (29 Soitcrrors’ Journat 356, 52 L. T. 644) Field, J., pointed all this 
out. T.ere is a material difference between an authority to find a purchaser 
and an authority to sell. If a power of attorney were given to A. B to 
sell an estate, surely that wouid empower him not only to negotiate a sale 
but also 10 conclude an agreement for sale. There is no allegation here 
that the agreement entered into was not a reasonable and proper one. I 
find also, as a matter of fact, that the defendant did verbally authorize 
the land agents to enter into a contract to sell the land I therefore make 
a decree for specific performance.—CovunszEL, Jolly; Montefiore. Soxictrors, 
Brighten § Lemon ; J. B. Sorrell, jun. 


[Reported by Nevitie Tessvrt, Barrister-at-Law. } 





High Court—Queen’s Bench Division. 


THE ATTORNEY-GENERAL v. THE JEWISH COLONIZATION ASSOCIA- 
TION AND ANOTHER. Div. Court. 8th, 9th, and 16th May. 


Revenve — Estate anp Succession Dury —Company REGISTERED IN THE 
Unitep Krxcpom—RecisTerEp Orrice 1n Lonpon—Proprerty SitvaTeD 
Axsroap—INcoME ADMINISTERED ABROAD. 


Information by the Attorney-General. This was an information 
claiming estate and succession duty on the death of Baron de Hirsch de 
Gereuth upon property, in respect of which he had made a disposition 
in favour of the Jewish Colonization Association. The Jewish Colonization 
A:sociation was on the 10th of September, 1891, formed into a company under 
the Companies Acts, 1862 to 1890, by a certificate of the Board of Trade. 
Un its being proved that no portion of the income was intended to be used 
as profits to its members it was registered under section 23 of tie 
Companies Act, 1867, without the addition of the word “‘limited.”’ Its 
objects were, stated generally, to assist the emigration of Jews from any parts 
of Europe or Asia to other parts of the world, and to form colonies for their 
rception. The office was to be, and was, in London. By article 25 of the 
articles of association its affairs were to be under the general control of a 
council of administration, consisting of not more than six nor less than three 
p-rsons—none of whom were required to be members of the company—who 
were required to be elected by the company in general meeting, and to hold 
office for five years. The nominal capital of the company was to be 
£2,000,000, in 20,000 shares of £100 each, of which 19,992 were allotted to 
Baron de Hirsch. ‘The seventh clau-e of the memorandum of association 
provided that if, in the event of a winding up or dissolution of the 
company, there remained any property it should not be distributed among 
the members of the company, but be transferred to some institution with 
objects similar to those of the company, and that if such institution should 
not be selected by the members at cr before the time of the winding up or 
dissolution it should be selected by the judge of the High Court of Justice 
having juri-diction in that behalf. By article 18 of the articles of 
association the first general meeting was to be held within four months after 
the incorporation, and subs quent general meetings were to be held onc; 
at least in every year in London, or such other place as the council might 
from time to time determine, and the council might at any time convene an 
extraordinary general meeting. The first general meeting was held on the 
14th of October, 1891, at the offices of the company in London; and at 
this meeting Baron de Hirsch was elected chairman of the council, and 








resolutions were passed approving two sets of rules defining the duties and 
powers of the council. Cader these the directors were to be subject to the 
control of the council, and to exercise all such powers of the company ag 
were not expressly reserved to the company in general meeting. The 
meetings continued to be held at the office in London, but the 
business there transacted was, until after the death of Baron de Hirsch on 
the 2ist of April, 1896, of a formal character. The council held their 
meetings in Paris, and at these meetings they, by virtue of the articles of 
association and of the rules, conducted its affairs. On the 22nd of July, 
1892, at a meeting of the council, Baron de Hirsch proposed to hand 
over to the association various securities, on condition that he wag 
allowed by them during his life to have the income resulting there. 
from and from any which might be substituted for them, and the council 
resolved to accept the gift and to affix the seal of the association 
thereto. On the 26th of August, 1892, in pursuance of this resolution, 
an indenture was executed by Baron de Hirsch and by the association, 
which recited that the donor had agreed to give to the association and the 
association had to accept the stocks, shares, and securities 
mentioned in the schedule on the terms and conditions thereinafter 
expressed, and the association covenanted with the donor, inter alia, that 
the association would during Baron de Hirsch’s life deal with the invest. 
ments of the property as the baron should from time to time direct; that 
the association would pay the income of the investments to the baron; 
and that the association would, after the death of the baron, apply the 
property for the promotion of the emigration of Russian Jews from Europe 
to agricultural colonies in America and to other similar purposes. At 
about the same time the stocks, shares, and securities mentioned in the 
schedule were duly transferred by direction of Baron de Hirsch to the 
account of the association with the several banks, and the council paid the 
income a°cruing thereon to Baron de Hirsch during his life. All the 
securities were transferable by delivery. Baron de Hirsch de Gereuth 
died on the 21st of April, 1896, domiciled in Austria. The Crown claimed 
succession duty and estate duty on the ground that the succession had 
descended by English law, and that by that law the trust must be 
administered. Per contra it was contended that duty was not payable 
because (1) the property was situated abroad; (2) it was settied by a 
foreigner domiciled abroad ; (3) the deed was executed abroad ; and (4) 
the deed was executed in favour of foreigners. 

Tur Court (Rrotey and Dar.ina, JJ.) held that the Orown must succeed 
in its contention. From an examination of the authorities it was clear that 
it was not necessary to assume that in order to make duty payable the 
domicil must be English and the property situated in England. Further, 
it was not material that the deed was executed abroad. ‘The deed was an 
English deed. It purported so to be. Baron de Hirsch and the assocition 
were alike described in it as resident in land, and the registered ¢flice 
of the latter was stated to be in London. It must therefore be treated as 
an English document. As regards the fourth point, that the deed was 
executed in favour of foreigners, that also, if true, would not be mateiial, 
according to the case of Re Lovelace’s Settlement (7 W. R. 575, 4 De G. &J. 
340), in which both predecessor and successor were domiciled abroad. It 
was not correct to say that the beneficiaries of the trust were the successas 
on whom the tax would fall. They were not in the position of a cestui qu 
trust. Nor was the council the successor. It was the company that hai 
become beneficially entitled on the death of Baron de Hirsch. Until that 
event the income had to be paid to him through the persons authorized by 
the company to do so. After that event the income is dealt with by the 
same persons on the same authority, but freed from the life interest. [t 
was argued that the domicil of the company was French because the 
meetings of the council had been held in Paris, and Cesena Sulphur Co. v. 
Nicholson (25 W. R. 71, L. R. 1 Exch. D. 428) was quoted on this point. 
So far as that decision went it was not against the view that this 
company was domiciled in England. In order fully to administer 
the property and to determine all questions relating to it recourse 
must be had to the English tribunal. By it foreign law might 
have to be applied, but the property was owned here by 4 
company registered under the Companies Acts. The English law governed 
this company also in many other ways, such as its very name, the possible 
acquisition of land or of gifts on trust, and the share capital. And, 
althouzh the income be administered abroad and the property be foreign, 
in the sense of being situated abroad, it was here that it was owned. ‘The 
property might be transferred from this country to another, and the 
council might sit in some other country, but here, until the title be altered, 
remained the ownership. Judgment for the Crown.—Covnssat, Sir 2. E. 
Webster, a.G., Sir R. B. Finlay, 8.G., and Vaughan Hawkins ; Sir R, T. 
Reid, Q.U., Swinfen Eady, Q.C., Dicey, Q.C., Danckwerts,Q.C , and Schuster. 
Soxicrrors, Solicitor to Inland Revenue ; Tatham § Lousada. 

{ Reported by EB. G. Stituwat, Barrister-at-Law. ! 


REG. v. WINDER. Div. Court. 2list May. 


Licensinc -Practice—Costs—APrEAL FROM LicEeNSING JusTICEs—JURIS- 
DICTION OF QuarTeR Szessions—TREASURER OF CuUNTY O& PLAace—URDER 
to Pay Costs or Jusrices—Taxation ovr Mosts ATYBNDANCE OF 
‘J nEASCRER—LIcENSING Act, 1828 (9 Gro 4, c 61),s8 29. 


This case raised several questions under cection 29 of the Licensing Act, 
1828, which, after providing that, in the case of an appeal frum the 
judgment of a justice in or concerning the execution of ihe Act having 
been dismis-ed or aband ned, the court of quarter sessions who 
beard the appeal should have power to order the appellant to 
pay the costs of the justices, proceeded: ‘‘And in every cuse in 
which the judgment so appealed against shall be reversed, it shall be 
lawful for such court, if it shall think fit, to adjudge and order that the 
treasurer of the county or place in and for which euch justice whose 
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judgment shall have been so reversed shall have acted ou the occasion 
when he shall have given such judgment, shall pay to such justice, or to 
whomsorver he shall appoint, such sum as trhaill, in the opinion of such 
court, be sufficient to indemnify such justice from all costs and charges 
whatsoever to which such justice may have been so put; and the 
treasurer is hereby authorized to pay the same, which shall 
be allowed to him in his acccunts.’”” The questions came 
before the court upon a rule for a certiorari to quash an order 
of the ju-tices of Lancashire at their quarter sessions held in October, 
1899. In August, 1899, an application was made by one James Paisley to 
the liceusiug justices of Bolt.n tor an alehouse licence in respect of 
premises known as Halliwell Lodge in substitution for or by way of 
renewal of a licence theretofore held by Paisley in respect of premises 
known as the ‘“‘ Rope and Anchor.’’ The licensing justices refused the 
application, and Paisley appealed to the quarter sessions. The 
quarter sessions, having allowed the appeal and granted the renewal 
of the licence, made the order now sought to be quashed 
The order was in the following terms : ‘‘ This court doth order the treasurer 
of the county borough of Bolton forthwith to pay unto Robert Winder, Esq., 
the sum of £310 16s. 4d. for the reasonable costs, charges, and expenses 
which he hath been put unto, and hath incurred in supporting the act, 
order, or adjudication of William Nicholson, Esq., and others, justices of 
the peace for the said borough, whereby they refused to t an ale- 
house licence to one James Paisley, for doing which this shall be the said 
treasurer’s warrant.’’ The amount of the costs was not at once inserted 
in the order, but an adjournment of the seesion until the 14th of November 
was granted for the clerk of the peace to ascertain the amount. Before the 
14th of November Winder attended before the clerk of the peace and pro- 
duced a bill of the ccsts and expenses incurred by him on behalf of 
the justices. The bill included several items of ‘‘ profit’? costs, which 
Winder, under the terms of his employment, would be entitled to 
retain for himself. No part of the items of the bill was taxed 
off, and the clerk of the peace having certified the amount, inserted it in 
the order of quarter sessions, which was then dated the first day of the 
sessions and served upon the borough treasurer. The treasurer refused to 
pay, and the justices applied for and obtained a rule to move the order 
into the High Court for the purposes of being enforced. Thereupon the 
Corporation of Bolton moved for the present rule. The order was 
sought to be quashed on the following grounds: (1) because the taxation 
took place in the absence of the borough treasurer ; (2) because no copy oi the 
bill of costs was served with the order ; (3) because the order directed that the 
money should be paid to Winder for the reasonable costs, charges, and ex- 
penses which he (Winder) had incurred ; and (4) because the costs could not 
be taxed out of sessions without the consent of the person ordered to pay them. 
From an affidavit sworn by Winder it appeared that on the 9th of Uctober, 
1899, the justices of Bolton passed a resolution authorizing Winder to 
incur the expense of appearing to support their decision at the quarter 
sessions, and that nine of the justices, being a majority of three of those 
who were present on the 9th of October, afterwards signed an authority or 
appointment appointing Winder to receive the sum of £310 16s. 4d., 
payable under the order of quarter sessions. It was contended by those 
shewing cause on behalf of the justices that the order of quarter sessions 
was under the circumstances in compliance with the statute, and 
that neither the consent of the treasurer to tax the bill of costs out of 
sessions, nor the presence of the treasurer at the taxation, nor the serving 
of a copy of the bill of costs upon him were requisite. Reg. v. Binney 
(22 L. J. M. C. 127) and Reg. v. Justices of Ely (25 L. J. M. C. 1) were citeo. 
On behalf of the Corporation of Bolton, who ap to support the rule, 
the followitg cases were cited: Freeman v. Read (10 L. J. M. C. 123, 1 E. 
&B 810), Reg. v. Mortlock (7 Q. B. 459), and Reg. v. Long (1 Q. B. 740). 


Tue Court (Riptey and Bicuam, JJ.) made the rule absolute, and it was 
further ordered (by consent) that the costs chould be taxed in the Crown 
office after notice to the borough treasurer. 


Riviey, J., was of opinion that the order was bad, inasmuch as it 
directed payment to be made to Winder of a sum for the expenses 
incurred by him, and not of the expenses incurred by the justices; and, 
further, because the costs havisg been taxed out of sessions without the 
consent of tlhe person liable to pay them, there was no order of the justices 
adopting the taxation. 

Bieuam, J., said the order was bad in two respects. It was bad on its 
face, because it did not state that the money was to be paid to a person 
whom the ju-tices had appointed to receive payment, and it was bad also 
because the court of quarter sessions had not exercised any jurisdiction as 
to the amount of the sum to be paid. It appeared that Winder never 
had, in fact, been appointed to receive the money. Some of the justices 
appeared to have appointed him, but not those who were entitled 
to the indemnity. With regard to the second point, the court 
of quarter sessions had power to order the treasurer of the borough 
to pay such a sum by way of costs as they were of opinion was sufficient 
to indemnify the justices. The court never in fact expressed any opinion 
at all. _They made the order that a sum should be paid, but never ex- 
pressed any opinion as to the amount. ‘* Costs and charges”’ in section 29 
Means costs avd churges to which the court thougbt the cng were 
properly put. ‘Shere really was no taxation at all. A very large bill was 
put in, but the person who had to pay had no notice of the taxation. He 
did not know it was going on, and not a penny piece was taxed off the 
bill. His lordship thought that in this proceeding the party ordered to 
pay ought to have an opportunity of being heard at the taxation, and 
making objections to avy items he thought fit —CounsEL, Avory ; Lawson 
Walton, Q.U., C. W. Mathews, and Guy Stephenson. Soxicrrors, Indermaur 
§ Brown, for Winders, Bolton’ Helt, Beever, § Co., for R. G. Hinnell, Bolton. 


Reported by OC. G, Witsranan, Barrister-at-Law.] 





THE ATTORNEY-GENERAL v. THE MIDLAND RAILWAY CO. 
Div. Court. 9th May. 


Revenvue—Company IncorporaTep By Act oF PAaRLIAMENT—CONVERSION 
or Srock unpER Powsrs or a Specran Act—Increase or Nomina 
Spare Caprrar—Lianiurry to Stamp Duty—Sramp Act, 1891 (54 & 55 
Vicr. c. 39), s. 113. 


This was a special case stated by consent upon an information claiming 
duty and penalties under section 113 of the Stamp Act, 1891, from the 
railway company in t of an increase in its nominal share capital. 
By section 113 of the Stamp Act, 1891 (54 & 55 Vict. c. 39), it is provided 
as follows: ‘‘(1) Where by virtue of any Act, the liability of 
the holders of shares in the capital of any — or company is 
limited otherwise than by registration with limited liability under the law 
in that behalf, a statement of the amount of nominal share capital of the 
corporation or company shall be delivered by the corporation or company 
to the commissioners within one month after . . the passing of the 
Act; and in case of any increase of the amount of nominal share capital 
of any corporation or company, whether now existing or to be hereafter 
formed, being authorized by any . Act, a statement of such 
increase shall be delivered by the corporation or company to the commis- 
sioners within the like period. (2) The statement shall be charged with 
an ad valorem stamp duty of two shillings for every one hundred pounds and 
any fraction of one hundred pounds over any multiple of one hundred 
pounds of the amount of such capital or increase of capital, as the case 
may be, and shall be duly stamped accordingly when the same is delivered 
to the commissioners. (3) In case of neglect to deliver such a statement, 
as is hereby required to be delivered, the corporation or company shall be 
liable to pay to her Majesty a sum equal to ten pounds per centum upon 
the amount of duty payable and a like penalty for every month after the 
first month during which the neglect shall continue.”’ By section 12 of 
the Finance Act, 1896 (59 & 60 Vict. c. 28), itis provided as follows: 
‘* Section 113 or the Stamp Act, 1891, which requires delivery of, and 
charges stamp duty on, a statement of the nominal capital of any corpora- 
tion or company, where such company or corporation is constituted or an 
increase of its capital is authorized by letters patent or by any Act, shall 
extend so as to require delivery of, and charge the like stamp duty on, a 
statement of any nomiaal share capital of any corporation or company, or 
of any increase of such capital, where such capital or increase is authorized 
by an Order in Councjl or a certificate of a Government department, 
or in any other manner.’’ The defendant company was incorporated 
on the 10th day of May, 1844, by the Act 7 & 8 Vict. c. xviii. 
The following is a summary of charges effected by the Midland Railway 
Act, 1897: (1) By section 57 £342,500 Midland Railway 4 per cent. 
guaranteed stock was authorized to be created and issued to the Kettering 
Oo. in substitution of the then ae AE sei cent. guaramjeed stock of 
the said company, and £25,000 Midlan way 4 per cent. preference 
stock was authorized to be created and issued to the liquidators of the said 
company in extinguishment of contingent rent payable to the said 
company. (2) By section 59 (4) £3,899,121 5s. 4 per cent. consolidated 
perpetual rent-charge stock was authorized to be consolidated so as to 
amount to £6,238,594 guaranteed stock bearing interest at the rate of 
£2 10s. per cent. per annum —an increace of £2,339,472 15s. (6) £150,000 
Sheffield and Rotherham perpetual preferential stock was authorized to be 
consolidated so as to amount to £375,000 guaranteed stock bearing interest 
at the rate of £2 10s. per cent. per annum—an increase of £225,000. 
(ec) £6,337,076 12s. 6d. 4 per cent. consolidated perpetual guarauteed 
preferential stock was authorized to be consolidated so as to amount to 
£10,139,322 12s. guaranteed stock bearing interest at the rate of £2 10s. 
per cent. r annum—an increase of £3,802,245 19s. 6d. (3) By 
section 60 £29,048,191 15s. 4 per cent. perpetual preference stock 
(being the amount referred to by the section) was extinguished, and 
in lieu therefor £46,477,106 16s. 2} per cent. perpetual preference 
stock was created—an increase of £17,428,915 ls. (4) By cection 61 
ordinary stock (existing and authorized) to the amount of £35,434,947 8s. 
stock (being the amount referred to by the section) was extinguished, 
and in lieu therefor there was created £35,434,947 8s. preferred 
converted ordinary stock entitled to a dividend at the rate of £2 10s. 
per cent. per annum, and £35,.434,947 8s. deferred converted ordinary 
stock—an increase of £35,434,947 83. (5) By section 70 there was 
authorized £960,000 new stock. Total, £60,558,081 3s. 6d. The Commis- 
sioners of Inland Revenue claimed that the duty was payable in respect of or 
upon the whole £60,558,081 3s. 6d. The defendants delivered to the Com- 
missioners of Inland Revenue such a statement as is by section 113 of the Act 
of 1891 required to be delivered with reference to the increases of nomi:al 
share capital authorized by sections 57 aud 70 of the Act of 1897—that is 
to say, (section 57) £342,500 Midland Railway 4 per cent. guaranteed 
stock and £25,000 Midiand Railway 4 per cent. preference stock, and 
(section 70) £960,000 Midland Railway 4 per cent. preference stock, aud 
the statement was stamped with ad valorem stamp duty in respect of these 
increases of nominal share capital which amount to £1,327,500. But the 
defendants refused to deliver such a statement with reference to the 
increases due to sections 59, 60, and 61 of the Act of 1897, and they con- 
tended that they were under no liability or duty to deliver such last- 
mentioned statement. On the 22nd cf April, 1899, the informant filed an 
information claiming £108,581 10s., being £10 per cent. of the stamp duty 
ot 2s. per cent. on the total amount of the increase of nominal share capital 
authorized by the Act of 1897 as aforesaid—i.¢., £6,036 15s.—for every 
month after the 6th day of September, 1897, elapsed before the com- 
mencement cf this suit. 

Tux Court (Rrotey and Darune, JJ.), in giving judgment for the 
Crown, held, after reading the above set out section 113, that the words 
‘in case of any increase of the amount of nominal share capital "’ did not 
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mean, a8 was contended on behalf of the defendants, any real increase. 
In the present case there was not any real increase, but only a nominal 
increase; the assets of the company had not been increased, but the 
nominal capital had without any doubt been increased. The alteration 
in the railway company’s stock authorized by their special Act of 1897 
clearly amounted to an increase of their ‘‘nominal share capital,’’ and 
nominal capital meant the capital calculated according to the figure value 
of the shares of the company. The duty claimed by the Crown was there- 
fore payable thereon. Judgment for the Crown.—Covunsex, Sir R. E. 
Webster, A.G., Danckwerts, Q.C., and 8. A. 7. Rowlati; Sir R. T. Reid, 
Q.C., Asquith, Q.C., and Loehnis. Soxrcrrors, Solicitor to Inland Revenue ; 
Beale § Co. 
, [Reported by E. G. Stittwett, Barrister-at-Law.] 





Bankruptcy Cases. 
Re FORD. Ex parte THE TRUSTEE. Wright, J. 8th and 19th May. 


Banxevurroy—Penpinc Acrion—Payment oF Monzy into Court As 
Conorrion or Leave TO DereNp—Sercurep OrEDITOR—TITLE oF TRUSTEE 
—XIV.6; XX. 6—Banxrvprcy Act, 1883 (46 & 47 Vicr. c. 52), s. 44. 


This was an application by the trustee in the bankruptsy for 9 declara- 
tion that he was entitled to a sum of £1,000 paid into court by the 
bankrupt Ford in an action entitled Jay $ Co. v. Ford. Upon the 15th of 
August, 1899, Jay & Co. issued a writ against Ford for £1,116 4s. 6d., and 
took out a summons for judgment under order 14. The summons was 
heard on the 21st of September, 1899, when the defendant obtained leave to 
defend upon an order made in the usual form as follows: ‘‘ It is ordered 
- . - that the plaintiffs be at liberty to sign final judgment for the 
claim indorsed on the writ, unless the sum of £1,000 be paid into court 
within three days.”” The money was paid into court and a defence with 
a count-rclaim was put in on the 5th of December, 1899, and amended by 
leave on the 10th of January, 1900. No reply was delivered nor had any 
notice of trial been given. On the 29th of January the defendant filed his 
own petition and a receiving order was made. The debtor was adjudicated 
bankrupt and a trustee appointed who now applied to the court for a 
declaration that he was entitled to the £1,000 paid into court as property 
of the bankrupt divisible among his creditors. The application was 
opposed by Jay & Co., when contended that they were entitled to the 
amount as security for their claim of £1,116 4s. 6d. The case was argued 
on the 8th of May, when judgment was reserved. 

May 19.—Wericut, J.—It seems plain on principle and on the 
authorities that Messrs. Jay & Co. are for the present entitled to the 
benefit of the security which they obtained by the order of the 21st of 

mber, 1899, and the payment into court in compliance with this 
order. The order must be treated as an order that the right to the money 
when paid into court shall abide the event: see Bird v. Barstow (40 W. R. 
71; 1892, 1 Q. B. 94), where the order appears to have been made in the 
same form as in this case ; and it is settled that where money is ordered to 
be paid into court to abide the event it must be treated as a security that 
the plaintiff shall not lose the benefit of the decision of the event in his 
favour: see Ex parte Banner, Re Keyworth (L. R. 9 Ch. 379, 22 W. R. 
Dig. 20), Ex parte Bouchard, Re Moojen (28 W. R. 129, 12 Ch. D. 26), Re 
Tomlinson (88 Sortcrrors’ Journau 401), Ex parte Navalehand, Re Gordon (46 
W.R. 31; 1897, 2 Q. B. 516). The very object of such an order is that the 
plaintiff shall be in as good a position, so far as the money paid in extends, 
against contingencies such as bankruptcy as if he got immediate judgment ; 
and the cases cited shew that where the plaintiff has, without default on his 
part, failed to get judgment before the bankruptcy, the ‘‘event”’ is the 
decision of his right in the bankruptcy. The money must remain in court 
until the event is decided by the trial of the action, if that is to be tried, 
or by adjudication upon a proof by the plaintiffs in the bankruptcy. 
ee ge dismissed.—CounseL, Muir Mackenzie and Sinclair ; Reed, Q C., 
and Macaskie. Soxicrrors, Nunn & Popham; Francis & Johnson. 

[Reported by P. M, Francxe, Barrister-at-Law. ] 





Solicitors’ Cases. 


Re SANITARY BURIAL ASSOCIATION (LIM.). Hz parte WINGFIELD. 
No. 2. 22nd May. 


Company—Votuntany Winpixo Ur—Liavipator—Svunszquent Svurer- 
vision Ornper—Remuneration or Lriavipatorn—Oosts or SoLicrror— 
Patonrry—Companies Act, 1862 (25 & 26 Vicr. c. 89), ss. 110, 133, 
144, 151—Comranires Wixpinc-vr Rvuuezs, 1890, R. 31. 


This was an appeal from an order of Wright, J., made on the 2nd of 
August, 1899, and raised an important question as to whether the 
remuneration of a liquidator under a winding up, which at firct was 
voluntary, but was subsequently continued under supervision, had, or had 
not, priority over the costs of the solicitor who had ac‘ed for him up to 
the date of the supervision order. On the 16th of November, 1897, a peti- 
tion for compulsory winding up was presented by an alleged shareholder, 
Paynter, against the Sanitary Burial Association (Limited), but on coming 
on for hearing the petition was abandoned by Paynter, and on the 3rd of 
December, 1897, a creditor, named Ball, obtained leave to be substituted 
as petitioner in his stead. On the 8th of December, 1897, the association 
— @ resolution for voluntary winding up, and appointed a Mr. 

renfeldt as liquidator; and the latter employed the appellant, 
Wingfield, as his solicitor in the winding up. On the 20th of December, 
1897, the petition was heard and dismissed ; but on the 28th of March, 
1898, the Court of Appeal ordered that the voluntary winding up should be 





continued under supervision. Shortly prior to the 7th of February a meeting 
of the association voted the sum of guineas to the liquidator by way 
of remuneration for his services up to the time of the supervision order, 
and this sum the liquidator had retained for himself out of certain moneys 
of the company which had come to his hands. On the 17th of June the 
liquidator issued a summons calling on Wingfield to pay to him within 
three days all moneys which he had collected on behalf of the company, 
and on this summons being adjourned into court before Wright, J., 
and on it appearing from the admission of Wingfield that he then had 
in hand the sum of £173 11s. received by him as solicitor in the said 
liquidation, the court made an order for dealing with this money, the 
short effect of which was that the balance ultimately retained by Wing- 
field would not have been sufficient to discharge his costs unless he 
were allowed to have access to the fifty guineas, part of the assets of the 
company, already in the hands of Ehrenfeldt. From this order Wing- 
field accordingly appealed, and it was argued on his behalf that the 
costs of the solicitor ought always to be paid before the remuneration of 
the liquidator (Companies Act, 1862, ss. 110, 144; Companies Winding- 
up Rules, 1890, r. 31), for the solicitor had no claim against the liquidator 
personally, but only against the assets: Re Trueman, Hooke v. Piper (20 
W. R. 700, L. R. 14 Eq. 278). As for Re New York Exchange ( 
(1893, 1 Ch. 371), that case applied only to the costs gf a liquidator, not 
to his remuneration at all. Rule 31 of the Companies Winding-up 
Rules, 1890, was incorporated by section 151 of the Companies Act, 1862, 
into the process of a winding up under the supervision of the court. The 
liquidator, on the contrary, contended by his counsel that rule 31 applied 
only to compulsory winding up. In this case the shareholders had voted 
the remuneration under the powers conferred on them by section 133 of 
the Act of 1862. 

bn Court (Wesster, M.R., Rigpy and Co.iins, L.JJ.) allowed the 
appeal. 

Wesster, M.R.—Wright, J., has held in effect that the sum of fifty 
guineas which has been voted to the liquidator by way of remuneration for 
his services is to have priority of payment over the costs of the solicitor 
employed by him during the same period. The practical result is this— 
that if this remuneration of the liquidator is paid in full, there will not be 
enough money in the assets of the company to pay the costs of the 
solicitor. Moreover, it was decided as far back as 1872, in the case of 
Re Trueman, that the solicitor in a voluntary liquidation has no claim 
against the liquidator personally. This, then, is the difficulty that we have 
to deal with. But in my opinion the remuneration of the liquidator 
should come after all costs and expenses properly incurred. I should 
like to draw attention to the scheme of priority contemplated by rule 31 
of the Companies Winding-up Rules of 1890, which scheme is in accord- 
ance with the principle I have just laid down. I asked counsel for the 
respondent why that principle should not apply here, and I was answered 
that the terms of that rule did not include the present case, and that the 
provisions of section 133 of the Companies Act, 1862, gave the shareholders 
the right to vote this remuneration. But, in my opinion, the right so 
given cannot affect this question of priority. It is to be remembered, too, 
in this case, that the resolution giving the liquidator his remuneration was 
not passed till after the date of the supervision order. I do not think that 
what I am now saying is opposed to what was said by Kekewich, J., in 
Re New York: Exchange Co. ‘The circumstances of that case do not arise 
here. The appeal must be allowed. 

Riesy and Couns, L.JJ., concurred.—Covunsg1, Eve, Q C., and Petersen ; 
Muir Mackenzie. Soxtcrror, W. J. Bernard Blew ; Robinson § Stannard. 

[Reported by J. E. Mornis, Barrister-at-Law. | 


SOLICITORS ORDERED TO BE STRUCK OFF THE ROLL. 
21 May.—Joun Henny Benrizy (Holmfirth, Yorkshire). 
21 May.—Cuanr.ezs Basserr (14, Glasshouse-street, Regent-street, Lomdbn). 
22 May.—James Jonn Oummins (8, Union-court, Old Broad-street, London). 
22 May.—Henry Autrrep Taytor. 








NEW ORDERS, &c. 


THE COUNTY COURTS ACT, 1888. 

At the Court at Windsor, the 15th day of May, 1900. Present, The 
Queen’s Most Excellent Majesty in Council. 

Whereas it is enacted by ‘‘The County Gourts Act, 1888,” that it shall 
be lawful for Her Majesty by Order in Council from time to time to order, 
amongst other things, the consolidation of any two or more districts, and 
to order by what name and in what towns and places a court shall be held 
in any district. 

Now, therefore, Her Majesty is pleased by and with the advice of Her 
Privy Council to order, and it is hereby ordered, that from and after the 
expiration of one month from the passing of this Order the district of the 
County Court of Durham held at Wolsingham and the district of the 
County Court of Durham held at Bishop Auckland shall be consolidated, 


under the name of the County Court of Durham held at Bishop Auckland! 


and Wolsingham, and a court shall be held in that district at both Bishop 
Auckland and Wolsingham until further order. A. W. FrrzRoy. 








A New York journal, in an article on the administration of justice by the 
justices of the peace for New Jersey, says: ‘‘ Then there is the famous 
decision as to whiskers and goats by Justice Hubschmitt, of Paterson. 
Mr. A., hidden behind a wondrous hirsute growth, charged Mrs. B. with 
disorderly conduct. She bad allowed her goats to attack Mr. A. Justice 
Hubschmitt reached the sage conclusion that, no goat could be beld 
responrible for its actions when there was so much loose chewing in sight.” 
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LAW STUDENTS’ JOURNAL. 
INCORPORATED LAW SOCIETY. 
PRELIMINARY EXAMINATION. 


The following candidates (whose names are in alphabetical order) were 
successful at the Preliminary Examination held on the 2ad and 3rd of 
May, 1900 : 


Angove, Oollier St. Aubyn 
Backhouse, Robert William 
Baguley, Samuel 

Bailey, John Beswick 
Bancroft, John Arthur 
Bartlett, Kenneth Edmeades 
Beatts, Douglas Nairn 
Benham, Gerald Carr 
Broadbent, Crossley St. John 
Cahill, William Henry 
Charnley, James Roland 
Cheesman, Francis Phillips 
Chetham, Henry Arthur 
Clarke, David Henry 
Coleman, Ebenezer 

Coley, Alfred Ernest 

Cotton, Vernon George William 
Crane, Lucius Francis 
Cresswell, Edward Henry 
Crute, Richard Rutter 
Culross, Charles Hill 

Daiton, Witton Kenworthy 
Daw, George Coode 

Dean, Herbert Charles 
Dickson, Richard Cecil 
Dobson Reginald Crawshaw 
Drury, Toomas Waterworth 
Edgelow, Thomas 

Edwards, Joseph 

Eldridge, Russell Burnett 
Farror, Herbert Ernest 
Flintoft, Douglas 

Gallop, John Arthur 

George, Thomas Henry Marshall 
Green, Ernest Edward 
Gretton, John 

Hall, Ralph 
Hampden-Smith, Arthur Joseph 
Hands, Joseph Adrian 
Hannam-Clark, Theodore 
Hargreaves, John 

Hellyar, Richmond Percival 


Hepworth, Joseph 

Hood, John Alexander 
Hooper, Thomas Beverley 
Jones, Alan Anthony Grantham 
Jones, James Douglas Garnock 
Kendal, Thomas James 
Lambert, Francis John 

Lees, James Haigh 

Lovell, Leonard 

Machugh, William Henry 
McNish, Donald Robert 
Margetts, William Alan 
Marshall, Allan Fraser 
Mitchell, Horace Charles 
Moger, Robert 

Nash, Granville 

Nelson, Frederick Standring 
Nye, Frederick Harry 

Oddie, Roger Muir 

Parr, Hubert Francis Talbot 
Peters, John Capel 

Plumptre, Kyrle Molyneux 
Pratt, Edward Spencer 
Pullar, George Douglas 
Randall, John Alfred 
Robinson, John 

Round, Jabez Harold 

Scott, Theodore James 

Short, Ivor Glynn Tregerthen 
Skeels, Percy Bernard 

Smith, Geoffrey Henry Pavey 
Stobo, William Steel 
Strachan, Stenning Merriless 
Teebay, Herbert Joseph 
Tennant, Ernest Theodore 
Turner, Edgar John 
Vaudrey, Claude Henry Slade 
Wells, Allan Geoffrey 
Willett, George Francis 
Williams, Lewis 

Wilman, Joseph Henry 
Woodgate, Frank Messenger 








THE FUNCTIONS OF THE INCORPORATED LAW 
SOCIETY. 
Tue Council, having considered recent public criticisms upon the society and 
the statutory committee, believe that considerable misapprehension prevails 
as to the constitution and powers of those bodies. 

The society was in its inception entirely, and still is primarily, a 
voluntary association of solicitors for the exclusive benefit of its own 
members, and supported by their subscriptions. It members now number 
about 8,000, out of about 15,000 practising solicitors in England. The 
society has under its regulations certain powers of suspension and expulsion 
affecting membership of the society, but as regards solicitors generally, it 
has no disciplinary powers. As registrar of solicitors, the society has 
minist:rial duties only ; it has, however, been its custom to bring to the 
notice of the court solicitors guilty of professional misconduct, with the 
object of getting them struck of the roll. The power of removing 
solicitors from the roll still rests with the court. The proposal made by 
the society in the year 1888 that the society should have the power of 
striking solicitors off the roll was not favourably received and had to be 
avandoned. The Solicitors Act, 1888, conferred on a committee nominated 
by the Master of the Rolls powers of inquiry and report similar to those 
previously exercised by the masters of the court. The old procedure 
usually involved two applications to the court as well as an inquiry before 
amaster. The Act of 1888 was designed to simplify the procedure and 
save expense without in any way limiting the control of the court. The 
right of direct application to the court to strike a solicitor off the roll still 
exi-ts, and is open to any person who prefers to adoptit. ‘The fact that 
since the Act there has been practically no direct resort to the court, but 
that resort has been largely had to the committee, shows that the 
committee has done its duty. In support of this, one or two public 
utterances of those most competent to form an opinion—viz., the judges 
before whom the committee’s reports come, may be quoted. The late 
Lord Esher, who, as Master of the Rolls, had an intimate acquaintance 
with the work of the committee, stated at the hearing of a case reported 
in the Times of the 28th of January, 1897, that ‘‘ he could say from a long 
and exceptional experience that it was impossible to find a tribunal which 
exercised its functions with greater care and diligence.’’ In refusing an 
application to strike a solicitor off the roll on the application of the 
society, on the 12th of April, 1899, Mr. Justice Wills said: ‘‘ I trust it will 
not be thought that in differing from the committee one has done any- 


thing which in this particular instance, and under very peculiar 
circumstances, could possibly lessen the authority of that most careful 
body, who give such valuable assistance to the court.’”” That the decisions 
of the committee are sound is evidenced by the fact that in ten years less 
than 3 per cent. were overraled by the court. The committee, like the 
master, cannot originate inquiries. It does not consult with, nor is it 
subject to, the Council of the society. 

It will be seen, therefore, that the criticisms upon the committee for 
not instituting proceedings are based upon complete misapprehension of 
their functions, whith are of a judicial character. 

As regards the action of the Council, misapprehension appears to have 
arisen from failure to distinguish between two entirely different objects— 
the purging of the roll of solicitors, and the prosecution of offenders 
against the criminal law. It has never been the practice of the society to 
undertake such prosecutions, and there is no duty, express or implied, 
cast upon it in that respect by charter or by statute. It would, however, be 
a mistake to suppose that the Council take no action in the case of solicitors 
apparently guilty of criminal offences beyond proceedings for gettiug 
them removed from the roll; they do, in fact, place at the disposal of the 
Public Prosecutor the evidence obtained by them in the course of their 
inquiries, to assist him in prosecuting, and quite recently a cae occurred 
in which the evidenc> collected by the society, at an expenditure exceeding 
£2,000, was furnished to the Public Prosecutor, and on it mainly a eolicitor 
was convicted and sentenced to penal servitude. 

Another point on which oe appears to exist is as to the 
application of the money vo by Parliament towards the exp»nditure 
incurred by the society in fulfilling the duties imp>2sed upon it by virtue of 
the Act of 1888. 

It has been stated that this money is applied to purposes other than 
those for which it is voted. This statement is absolut :ly unfounded. 
Particulars of the expenditure are submitted to the Treasury. The 
Chancellor of the Exchequer, in reply to a question in the House of 
Commons on the 17th of May, 1900, stated that before consenting to 
provi-ion being made in the Estimates for the current year for any grant 
to the society, he personally inquired into certain allegations made against 
the society in the press, to which his attention had been drawn, and was 
satisfied with the explanations given. 


LEGAL NEWS. 
APPOINTMENTS. 


Peerages of the United Kingdom have been conferred on the Right Hon. 
Lord Morris. the Right Hon. Sir Persr O’Brien, Bart, and Sir Ricnaxp 
Wesstsr, Bart., G.U.M.G. 

Mr. Henry Martyn Jenxins, solicitor, of Malvern, has been appointed a 
Commissioner for Oaths. Mr. Jenkins was admitted in 1889. 

Mr. Tuomas Ricouarps, solicitor, of the firm of T. Richards & Co., of 
31, York-place, Portman-square, London, W., has been appointed a Com- 
missioner for Oaths. 


CHANGES IN PARTNERSHIP. 
DissoLuTion. 

Grecory Gotpswortay Henry Guaney, Ronert Avsrey Fosrer- 
Metuar, and Jonn Epwanrp Pace, solicitors (Gurney & Foster- 
Melliar), Stratton and Bude. April 1. So far as regards the said John 
Edward Page, who retires from the firm. [ Gazette, May 18. 














GENERAL. 

The Colonial Solicitors Bill was read a third time in the House of 
Commons on Tuesday. 

The judges will hold their annual whitebait dinner at the Ship Hotel, 
Greenwich, on Monday, the 18th of June. 

On the 17th inst, all the courts in the Royal Courts being in use, Mr. 
Justice Bighamwas compelled to hear a non-jury case in his private room. 

It is understood, says the Zimes, that Sir Richard Webster (Master of the 
Rolls), on whom a peerage has been conferred, will take the title of Lord 
Alverstone of the Isle of Wight. 

It is announced that Mr. Justice Darling will attend at Queen’s Bench 
Judges’ Chambers on Friday, the 8th of June, in order to hear Queen's 
Bench summonses and any urgent applications. 

A meeting of the Society of Chairmen and Deputy-Chairmen of Quarter 
Sessions was held at the Guildhall, Westminster, on Tuesday, when 
Viscount Cross was unanimously re-elected president, and Mr. Russell 
James Kerr vice-president. 

Lawyers, says the Daily News, as appears from the list of Birthday 
Honours, have had a large share of recent peerages. In the last five years 
that he has been in office Lord Salisbury has created thirty-six new peers, 
and of these ten have been taken from the ranks of the lawyers. They arm 
Lord James of Hereford, Viscount Llaudaff (Mr. Henry Matthews), Lord 
Rathmore (Mr. D. R. Plunkett), Lord Kinnear (a Scotch judge), Lord 
Ludlow (the late Lord Justice Lopes), Lord Brampton (Sir Henry Hawki s', 
Lord Lindley (late Master of the Rolls), Sir R. Webster, Sir P. O’Brien, aud 
Lord Morris, an ex-Lord of Appeal who is now made a peer of the United 
Kingdom. 

We regret to hear of the death of Mr. H. G@. Sweet, the chairman of 
Sweet & Maxwell (Limited), law publishers. He died on Thursday in 
last week at his residence at Highgate. Mr. Sweet was educated at 





King’s College School, and in 1869 entered the old-established law 
publishing business carried on by his father at 3, Chancery-lane. On his 





















490 


THE SOLICITORS’ JOURNAL. 








May 26, 1906. 








father’s death in 1885 he became the head of the business, which in con- 
rye with his brother he successfully carried on under the style of H. 

& Sons until the year 1889, when it was amalgamated with the 
similar business of Messrs. W. Maxwell & Son, and converted into a 
limited liability company. 

Mr. Manisty writes to the Zimes with reference to the communication 
with regard to the proceedings of the special committee of the Incorporated 
Law Society (quoted in our issue of last week), which, he says, ‘‘ Sir George 
Lewis tells me emanates from him.”” Mr. Manisty says: ‘‘ I write at the 
unanimous request of the members of the committee present at the 
meeting held to-day to say that the report is inaccurate and misleading, 
aud that they had supposed that they were considering in private various 
fg apm which may, or may not, ultimately be adopted, preparatory 
to the preparation of a report or reports which, after due consideration, 
would be published and enable the public to understand the conclusions of 
the committee.’’ 

A special meeting of her Majesty’s Lieutenants of the City of London 
was held at the Guildhall on Monday for the election of a clerk to the 
Lieutenancy in the room of Mr. H. Grose-Smith, who has recently retired 
after filling the posi‘ion (in which he succeeded his father) nearly thirty 
years. There wer? about 200 members present, and Sir Reginald Hanson, 
M.P., presided. The election fell by a large majority on Mr. Charles 
Falkland Monckton, Clerk of Special Sessions at the Guildhall and 


Registrar of the London Chamber of Arbitration, which offices he will | \ Ae 


continue to hold. Mr. Monckton is a son of Sir John Monckton, the 
town clerk, and was admitted a solicitor in 1887. He was educated at the 
Charterhouse. 

In the House of Commons on the 17th inst., in reply to Mr. Gibson 
Bowles, the Chancellor of the Exchequer said: Accounts are annually 
supplied by the Incorporated Law Soci-ty to the Treasury shewing the 
expenditure under the several heads, which make up the cost of discipline. 
These accounts are carefully examined by the Treasury, and if any item 
appears to call for explanation further particulars are asked for and fur- 
nished by the society. My attention was drawn some time back to certain 
allegations made in the press against the society; and before consenting 
to provision being made in the Estimates for the current year for any 
= to the society I personally inquired into the matters referred to, and 

was satisfied with the explanations given. [ am not prepared to pro- 
pose any further inquiry. 

A meeting of past and present members of the Western Circuit, ia- 
cluding Sir Arthur Charles, Sir Arthur Collins, Mr. Justice Bucknill, Mr. 
Justice Phillimore, Lord Coleridge, QC., Mr. Duke, QC., Mr. Foote, 
Q.0., Lord Ludlow, Mr. A. B. Kempe, and Mr. R._ G. Seon, was, says the 
Times, held on Tuesday at the Inner Temple Hall, by permission of the 
benchers, for the purpose of presenting a silver inkstand and four silver 
candlesticks to Mr Cnristopher Rawlinson on his retir ment from the 
treasurership of the circuit bar mess, and his appointment as clerk of 
arraigns of the circuit. Mr. Rawlinson had held the office of treasurer 
for sixteen years Mr. Warry, Q.C, who presided, referred to the tatis- 
faction felt by the whole circuit, of whom 200 had sub-crib d to the 
testimon‘al, that Mr. Rawlinson’s appointment would effect no break in 
his close relationship with the circuit. 

In the House of Common: on the 19th inst., in reply to Admiral Field, 
Mr. Hanbury ststed that the Order in Council of the 15th of August, 1890, 
does not apply to the clerks of the Supreme Court; and the Treasury, 
therefore, was powerless to enforce retirement under the cunditions wuich 
univereally applied to the whole of the Civil Service. This retirement could 
only be enforced by an order made by the Lord Onancellor, the Lord Cui f 
Justice, and the Master of the Rolls; and hitherto these judges had not 
felt the necessity of making such an order. He understood it to be 
approximately true that there were four clerks with over twenty-one yeais’ 
service, and others with between eleven and sixteen years’ service, who 
were in the same class as when they entered the office and at their 
maximum salaries, the average time in the third class being upwards 
of twenty years. Some clerks remained until over 70 years of age. 
Ia his own department, Sir F. Jeune was making a rule to prevent this, 
but neither he nor the Treasury could enforce any rule affecting all the 
legal departments Clerks of over twenty years’ service were still serving 
on salaries of £200 a year owing to the non-retirement of old men. The 
Lord Chancellor was fully aware of all the facts of the case. 

At the Bow-street police-court on Tuesday, Alfred Frank Aldridge, 
eolicitor, of Elmstead, Sutton, Surrey, was charged, on remand, with 
having unlawfully pretended that he was duly qualitied to uct as a tolicitor, 


| COURT PAPERS. 








and his brother, William Aldridge, appeared to two summonses charging 
him with a similar offence. Mr. C.O. Hamphreys prosecuted on behult 
of the Incorporated Law Society; Mr. ‘Ireeve Edgcome and Mr. Higin- 
botham defended. It was alleged that Alfred Aldridge, having failed to 


take out his certificate last November, in December engaged an office in | 


Staple-inn, deecribing himself in the agreement as a solicitor, and having 
the words “Chinery, Aldridge, & Co., solicitors and commissioners for 
oaths, &c.,’’ painted on the door. Subsequently two letters, signed in the 
uame of tre firm, were written by William Aldridge ou bena'f of « client 
who had sustaiued some injury, and sent to avother firm of solicitors The 
defence was that Alfred Aldridge, being still on the rolls, was entitled to 
call himself a solicitor, though not to pra-tise, while his brother acted as 
his mavaging clerk at a certain salary. The office, it was said, was taken 
merely to store documents, and the two letters mentioned were written for 
a friend, no charge being made, and in them the firm was not described as 
a firm of solicitors. Mr. de Kutzen said there could be no doubt that 





Alfred Aldridge bad acted as a solicitor when without a certificate, and he 
would be fined £10 and £10 10s. coste. The summonses against William 
Aldridge were dismissed. 


SUPREME COURT OF JUDICATURE. 


Rota or Registrars m ATTENDANCE ON 










Date. Appa Court Mr. Justice Mr. Justice 
: No. 2. Sriavine. KEKEwica. 
Mr. Farmer Mr. Godfrey Mr. Pemberton 
King Leach ackson 
Farmer Godfrey Pemberton 
King Leach Jackson 
Farmer Godfrey Pemberton 
Date. Mr. Justice Mr. Justice Mr. Justice Mr. Justies 
_ Byryg. Cozens-Harpy. FARWELL. Buck.ey, 
Monday, May ............ 28 Mr. Church Mr, Pugh Mr. Lavie Mr. Beal 
Tuesday ...... +29 Greswell Beal Carrington Pugh 
Wednesday 30 Church Pugh Lavie Leach 
Thursday . 81 Greswell Beal Carrington Godfrey 
Friday ......... . 1 Church Pugh Lavie King 


The Whitsun Vacation will commence on Saturday, the 2nd day of June, and terminate 


| on Tuesday, the 5th day of June, both days inclusive. 





CIRCUITS OF THE JUDGES. 


The following Judge will remain in Town :—Danuine, J., during the 
whole of the Circuits; the other Judges till their respective Commission 


Norice.—In cases where no note is appended to the names of the 
Circuit Towns both Civil and Criminal Business must be ready to be taken 
on the first working day ; in other cases the note appended to the name of 
the Circuit Town indicates the day before which Civil Business will not 
be taken. In the case of Circuit Towns to which two Judges go there 
will be no alteration in the old practice. 
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THE PROPERTY MART. 
SALES OF THE ENSUING WEEE. 

May 29.—Mesars, Epwin Fox & Bovusris.p, at the Mart, at 2:—Ground Lease of a Town 
"ems at Hyde Park ; held for 50 years at £21 per annum, and let at £115. Solicitors, 
Messrs. Sandilands & ‘a and Messrs. Eyre, Dowling, & Co., London. (See advertise- 
ment, = — phe 

May 31.— imson & Sons, at the Mart, at 2: — Freehold a evince in 
Ree —g- producing £221 per annum. Solicitor, Messrs. Grubbe & ton, 
London. (See advertisement, this week, p. 4.) 


WINDING UP NOTICES 
London Gazette.—Fripay, May 18. 
JOINT 8TOCK COMPANIES. 
Liwitep 1n CHANCERY. 

Buttioyist Pusiisnixe Co, Linrrep—Creditors are required, on or before July 2, to send 
their names and addresses, and the particulars of their debts or claims, to W. James 
Strange, 85, New Broad st, Lumley & Lumley, 15, Old Je 

County GentLeman, Limitep—Creditors are required, on or before June 23, to send their 
names and addresses, and the particulats of their debts or claims, to Leicester James 
Saatestnn , 51, Pemberton rd, Harringay. Lambert, 35, Queen Victoria st, solor for 
liquidators 

Ses Hatt Unitep Leap Mixine Co, Limirep—Creditors are — oa on or before 
June 16, to send their names and addresses, and the particulars of ebts or claims, 
to Frederick John Warmeley, 29, Eastgate row No Chester. Sharpe & Co, Chester, 
solors to liquidator 

Hewetts Cuan Geanine Synpicats, Limirep —Creditors are ——— on or before June 
28, to send their names and addresses, and the particulars of their debts or claims, to 
Benjamin Jackson, 28. Fenchureh st. Fenchurch st, solor to liquidator 

Ho.tsorn Tyre Co, Liuiten—Petn for winding up, presented May 12, directed to be 
heard on May 30. Rundle & Hobrow, Portland House, Basi: st, solors for ——_ 
-amapdy 4 appearing must reach the above-named not later 6 o’clock in the a’ 
noon of May 29 

J, H. Storr (RocupatEz), Lourep—Creditors are required, on or before June 30, to send 
their names and addresses. and the iculars of their debts or claims, to Charles 
Edward Lewis, 3, King st, Rochdale, Jackson & Co, Rochdale, ocheas for liquidator 

KEnsiInGTON SToRES, Loutep—Petn for winding up, ——— May 11, directed to be 

heard on eon 30. Easton & Cargill, 124, Welworts oh, oslens for petners. 
ones must reach the above-named not later than 6 o’clock in the afternoon of 








May 29 
Loypoy AND Lancasurre, Limireo—Creditors are requi on or before Monday, July 2, 
to send their names and addresses, and the particulars of debts or claims, to Stanley 


& Co, 45, Ludgate hill, solors for liquidator 

Mossuey Liperat Civ Co, Lumrep—Oreditors are required, on or before June = a 
send their names and addresses, and the particulars of their debts or claims, to Maurice 
Dawson, 6, Dyson st, Mossley, Lawton, Mossley, solor to liquidator 

NEWFOUNDLAND Inon ORE Co, Limrrep—Creditors are req . on or before guna 06, to 
send their names and addresses, and the particulars of their debts or claims, to Thomas 
Anyon and James Briggs, 6, 8t. James’s sq, Manchester 

Ropert Kay & Sons, Limrrep —Creditors are required, on or before June 11, to send their 
names and addresses, and the particulars of their debts or claims, to Charles Henry 
Barlow, Adelphi Print Works, Sa'ford 

U — Spanish Copper Mives. Limitep—Petn for winding up, presented May 9, directed 

be heard on May 30. Wilson & Son, 20, Basin oe yl — for petners, Notice 
ot ape appearing must reach the above-named not later than 6 o’clock in the afternoon of 
ay 

ag Riseiro, & Co, Limitep —Creditors are required, on or before June 20, to send 
their names and addresees, and the particulars of their debts or claims, to H. Bird 
Wilson, 19, Castle st, Liverpool 

Youve’s Bitipostine, Limirep—Petn for winding -_ presented May 18, directed to be 
heard on May 30, man & Co, Cannon st House, solors for petner. Notice of 
womaing must reach the above-named not later than 6 o'clock in the afternoon of 

y 29 


UnumiTep in CHANCERY. 

Propuctive Co-operative CaninetT Maxens Socrery (17, Victoria pk sq, Bethnal Green) 
—OCreditors are required, on or before July 16, to send their names and addresss, and 
the particulars of their debts or claims, to James Robson, at the office of the company 

8xipton Gas Co—Creditors are —- on or before June 19, to —y | their names 
addresses, and the particulars of their debts or claims, to Brown & Wood, High st, 


Skipton 
FRIENDLY SOCIETIES DISSOLVED. 
Oxiervan Watters Torat Anstinent Sons or THE PHanix Faienpiy Society, 73, High 
st, heteminneny May 3 
SrerHEensons Favourite Loner, LO O ry M.U., Frrenpty Society, Star Hotel, High st, 
Clay Cross, Chesterfield, Derby. May 


London aetotibe Espay, May 22. 
JOINT STOCK COMPANIES. 
Liwirep ts Caancery. 


Acacia Stream Suir Co, Limirep—Creditors are 
their names and addresses, -—_ the particulars of 
Victoria terr, West Hartlepoo 

Arias Wire Co, Limitep - Prcditors are required, on or before June to send their 
names and addresses, and the particulars of their debts or claims, to t T. Kerr, 
119, Colmore tow, Birmingham Gateley, Birmingham, solor to oy 

Coumeror, Limitrp—Petn for winding u presented May 9 directed to be heard on May 

Southam & Glanley, 78, Cross st, Manchester, aolews for petner. Notice of appear- 
must reach the above named not Jater than 6 o'clock in the afternoon of May 28 
Grevitte & Bon, Limirep —Creditors are required. on or before June 5, to send 
their names and addresses, and the particulars of their debts or claims, to Bevan, 
8. Queen > * Wrexham 
Joun Penn & Sons, Liwrrep—Creditors are required, on or before July 16, to send their 


uired, on or before June 16, to send 
eir debts or claims, to Jesse Lilly, 


CREDITORS’ NOTICES, 
UNDER 22 & 23 VICT. CAP. 35. 


Last Day or Cram. 
London Gazette-—Fripay, May 4. 
A.tcor, Jamzs Hamittox, Camberwell & Stephenson, Lombard st 


June 30 Harwood 
Baker, Ann, Fillongley, Warwick Junell Twist & Sons, Coventry 





| nnag Marrua, Sune. ae — | 10 Eastwood :[— oe Lincoln’ s ion fields 
UTLER, Epwin ApranaM, Warwick Junel Margreave & Heaton, Birmingham 
Caupzr, Freperick, Red Bristol June 12 Lawrence & Co, Bristol 


Catitacuan Tuomas, Cardiff June 8 


Cannel, James, Warrington, Physician June15 Bro Warrington 
Cottman, ExizaBeTu, Newcastle upon Tyne June 16 "Dickinson & Co, Newcastle upon 


Cravex, Mary Ann, Wakefield June % ty & Co, Wakefield 

Cnemes,, Estas Hewny, Maltby, Y: ork, Surgeon June 10 Stewart & Chalker, 
Desver, CoRNELIUS, Eevsrpee June 30 Toulmin & Co, bag ‘ 
Ferris, Joseruus, Highbury New Park July 4 Pitman & . Laurence Pountney hill 
Frere, Epwarp Hansuny, Horham Rectory, Suffolk May py Lawton & Co, Eye, 


Suffolk 
Gagsurt, aan Hustier, Seamer, York, Engineer June 16 Turnbull & Son, Scar- 
ro 
GiBson, "sons, Westbourne sq, Upper Westbourne ter June 20 Tayler & Son, Great 


Gtoaa, Jane “Wal Cigarette Mpashtoe June 9 Boxall & Boxall, Chancery In 
Gorpvon, Isaac Binminghaat Mon July 3 Davis, Birmingham 
Hancock, Jasez JAamEs, ‘Tunstat, teed. ware Manufacturer May 21 
Llewellyn & Ackrill, Tunstall’ 
Hanrpaon, i Yarm, York June 20 Faber & Co, Stockton on 
Hoarzg, Fayny, and Sornia Cecit Hoare, Clifton, Bristol June : "Seams & Co, Bristol 
Hocarrn, Joux Rayer, Heston End May 31 Mids ong & Co, Copthall bldgs ‘ 
Ho xt, Joun, Heptonstall, Yorks June 8 & Co, He Bridge 
Hosxter, FRayk Hanatp, a ct, Stockbro! Py = 16 Paines & Co, 8t Helen’s pl 
Homrpurey, Avsert, Birmingham, Tailor ham 
| Lene Hastixes, Ainsdale, ar y a; une 2 ompson & Hodgson, 
en 
Kewvnick, Saran, Wallasey Village Chester May 31 Wright & Co, Liverpool 
Lzicu. Mariay, June ll Humphreys & Co, 
Manzsu. Tuomas Wituiam, Wood Green June4 Croft & Mortimer, Coleman st 
Mitiesr, Caro.ine. Hei Norwich June 1 Rg Norwich 
Nicnor, 4yrTHoyy, Carlisle June1 Mounsey & Co, Carlisle 
Owen, Evizasern, Stone, Stafford June 1 Be ne, Lichfield 
Peacoox, Joun HeEnRy, Finsbury June 1 =. & ry Saxmundham 
Pecx, THomas “Hanes, Leiston, Suffolk June 1 wae © Sons, Saxm 
Pevere.ie, Susannan Exizapets, Manchester May 26 Orrell, 
a, Se Normay, Fulham, Merchant June 24 Radford & Frankland, 
mcery In e ‘ 
PoLiarD, saan, Hampetead June 15 Pritchard & Co, Painters’ Hall, Little 


Trini 
BrEs, Wachee, Merthyr Ts dfil, Hay i June 30 eee Tydfil 
Ricuarps, Diana a hey ye wo June 23 _ Gill, 
Roserts, Ricuarp. New B: ‘une 30 Godden & "Oo. Oh ola Jewry 
Roprxsox, Joun, Peulton —e ane Sen = May 31 Wright & Co, Liverpool 
Rosinson, JOnN, Birmingham Juneil Lowe & Sons, ham 
Rocarorp, GEORGE Isaac, Stafford Mav 31 Rowlands & Co, birmingham 
an. wean See. Leamingt a June 1 oa tight & Co, Leamington 
ANDYs, Jane, Worthing June l 
SueeTH, THomas go Bradford. tidal broker May 3t Bhcdes, Bradford 
Smiru, ALBeErt, Rye, 8 — May 31 Dawes, R: 
Smirs, Hagrior, Plaistow, Essex June 1 Mellinr-Smith, Gracechurch 
Surro.kx, ExizaseTH Buxton, Hebburn New Towa, Durham poy 4 Newlands & 
Newlands, Jarrow on 
Taytor Marra, St Leonard's on Sea May27 Chalinder, wy 
Tomkins, ALrrep Savitt, Mark In June 12 Greenfield & Cracknall, Lancaster pl, 
Strand 


Tyrer, James, Liverpool pugs 38 Rudd, Liverpool 

Tyrer, Witti1aMm Liverpool June 12 aad, Liverpool : 
Upton, Roserr Leycestsr, Torquay, Devon Juve 19 Sande son & Co, Queen Victoria st 
Watts, James Gorpon, Ilfracombe, Solicitor June 15 Walls & Stallard, Old Jewry 
Wass, Banu ev, Vauxhall walk, Box Maker JulyS Ashiey & = Frederick's pl, Old 


Jewry 
Wnateant Evstace Rosert, Porthcawl, Glam, Brewer Junel “Davia, Bridgend 
London Gazette.—Turspay, May 8 


Crarke, Gen Grorcr Catvert, CB, Uckfield, Sussex June 23 Barnes & Bernari, 

Finsbury circus 

Coneysrer, Tuomas, Highweek, Devon June 5 Worsnam, Newton Abbot 

CritcHLey, GEoRGE "JouNsoy, St Helen’s, Lancs, Colour Manufacturer Jute 30 Ansdel) 

gan See . tna o - 

Day, Epwarp Benxsamin, Birmingham June 21 ‘anner, Birmi 

oa ee City rd, Fancy Leather Worker June 30 Tilling, Devonshire chmbrs, 
opsgate 

ae ts ovisa Frances, Oxford ag, Hyde Park June& Woodcock & Co, Bloome- 

bury sq 

Fivun, Grorcr Warnwaient, Birkenhead June ll Cecil & Co, Birkenhead 

Guover, Berry, Leeds Junell Harrison & Son, Leds 

Happvck, ELues, Blackburn June2 Needham. —_ 

Haut, Zivena Kezian, Waddesdon Junell Horwood = ‘neue, Aylesbury 

HAs.epen, Saran, st Helen’s, Lancs June27 Anscell & Eccles, 8t Helen's 

Hassatt, (oases, Fenton, Staffs, Furniture Dealer Ma ? Day, Stoke on 





names and addresses, and the particulars of their debts or claims, to Hill & Co, 


40, Old Broad st ' 
Nationau Unirep Investment Corroration, Lontrep—Peta for winding presented 
May 9, directed to be heard on May 30. Southam & Glanley, 78, Cross st, 
solors for petner. Notics of appearing must reach the above-named not later than é 
o'clock in the afternoon of May 28 
Pinnactes Gotp Mine, Liurrep—Creditors are required, on or before vag 4, to send 
their names and addresses. and the particulars of their debts or claims, to Edward | 
William Fellgate, 63, New Broad st E 
River Piére Exvecrric Lieut axp Traction Co, Lamrrep—Petn for UP. re- 
sented May 21, directed to be heard May 80. Bircham & Co, 50, Old Brood ox — | 
for pe tners. Notice of eqgeteing must reach the above-named not later omens o'clock 
in the afternoon of May 29 | 
Wuee.ina, Limrrep— Creditors are required, on or before Wednesday, July 4, to send their | 
names and addreeses, and the particulars of their debts poy = to Robert Walter | 
Brown, 48, Lincoln’s inn fields. Vanderpump & Eve, 5, Philpot In, solors for liquidator 


WaknIn@ TO INTENDING House Purcuassrs anv Lussses.—Before pur- 
chasing or renting a house have the Sanitary ments thoroughly | 
Examined, Tested, and Reported upon by an Expert from The Sanitary | 





Engineerin (H. Carter, C.E., Manager), 65, Victoria-street, West- , 
minster. le ws quoted on receipt of ful particulars. Established 23 ' 
years. Telegrams, ‘‘ Sanitation.”—{Apvr.] 





Trent 
Saeneee, Des Duncan, Lower Broughton, Lancs, Victualler June 16 Ogden, 


| Hersven, roe Wisox, Hampstead July 9 Grundy & Co, Queen Victoria st 


Hurcuixson, ALraep, New Romney, Kent. Carpenter June30 Bannon, New Romney 
Hurcsinson, acyes Carouins, Beveriey, York June 15 Langley & Eiliot, Stockton on 


Tees 

Jackson, Samuet, Gomersal, York, Colliery Proprietor June 9 Cadman & Cadman, 
Gomerral, nr Leeds 

Jenxins, Groree, Nottingham May 31 Rothera & Sons, Nottingham 

Jonzs, Samue., Harlesden, Builder June 14 Patey, Finsbury sq 

Kirs, ‘CuaRLes WiuL1aM, Bournemouth June 23 Trevanion et Oo, Bournemouth 

Les, Rev Wit.iam Mouianp, Sancowna, lof W Junel Vincent, Ryde 

Leon, Aveusts. South ee June i8 Linklater & Co, Bond ct, Walbrook 

MoMi.1an, James, Messenger June li bramwell, Preston 

Masaracui, ANDREAS, nodes upon Tyne, R ant tor June 22 Browa & 
Son, Newcastle upon Tyne 

Maywarp, Jamzs, Croydon, pl June 30 Hod Pyke. Croyd: 

Mixnrrt, Bowanp, Girton, Nottingham June 13 thy & Oo, Weverk on Trent 

Moornovss, Tuomas, Shetfield, Spring Fitter June ii Branson & Son, Shettield 

Patmuen, Exvizanern, Portland pl June 4 Baker & hey -~w 's inn fielde 

Pacauen, Ta.zor, Weybridge, —y June 30 iobineon Co, Coleman st 


| Parsons, Janz, Barnsbury J Src to, een 
Freeman 





Prrny, Henny, Daria, Retepeliten Glos June 1 

Powa., panes para, Asylum, Caterham June 1) & Son, 
Rutzy, Groner Haslingden, Cotton Weaver Woodeosk & Sona, Bury 
Roezas, Gronex, Herne Bay 81 Jones, High 
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Ross, Gzorez W1i114m, Gosforth, erecta Engineer June 20 Wilkinson & 
Marshall, N Roweesile w 


upon 
@cunapHorst, Francis, Putney dene 19 Flux & Leadbitter, Leadenhall st 
wn, CHARLOTTE, Anton ine Birmingham June 24 Clarke & Co, Birmingham 
SuoweEninG, Francis, Bristol June4 Nalder, Shepton Mallet 
TurrtwatL, Prebendary Tuomas James, Rhyader, Radnor July 14 Balderston & 
Warrens, Bedford row 
TmisTLETHWAaYTE, THomas, Fareham, Southampton June 15 Gunner & Renny, Porte- 


mouth 
Tustin, Jzssz Joux, Burstow Hall, nr Horley, Surrey June1 Hughes, Arundel st 
Waker, Sir Janes Ropert, Belgrave sq Juneil2 Crust & Co, Beverley 
‘Wesszr, Exity, Penmaenmawr, Carnarvon May 31 Sharpe & Co, Chester 
Waser. aenee Tayior, Nottingham, Lace Manufacturer June 30 Freeth & Co, 


Wiixrsor, omas Josuua, Manchester, Glass Maker June 12 Higson & Son, 


Woop, Joux, Nottingham May 81 Dowson & Wright, on gee 
‘Weoopnams, Atrrep, Slough, Bucks June 24 Barrett, Slough 

‘Worpsworrs, Joszrn, Kingston upon Hull, Grocer June12 Iveson & Co, Hull 
Wosrroik, Sziina, Wrentho or Wakefield June10 Ledgard & Co, Fleet st 
Wriaciey, James, Saddlewo: York, Cotton Augs Redfern & Co, Oldham 
Yates, Girxzs, Leigh, Lancs Mayié Uns » Leigh 


London Gazette.—Fripay, May 11. 


Appietox, THomas Gites, Guildford June 25 Hubbard & Co, Cannon st 
Asacrort, Ratru, Bo:ton, Schoolmaster May 31 Russell & Russell, Bolton 
Biaiayp, Frank, Liverpool, Stockbroker June6é Alsop & Co, Liverpool : 
Brxasve, J Rosert, en. by Camelford, Cornwall May 81 Gameson, Bodmin 
Biaxp. Joun Henny, Nuneaton, Sol! icitor duly 7 untington & Leaf, King st, 


Bioompre.p, Saran, Great Yarmouth Juneill Gcodchild, ag dl 
Brown, Grores, Devizes, Wilts, Builder June 25 Hopkins, Deviz 

Bunw, Samvet Wii.1am, Kinver, Stafford Junell Perry & Travis, Stourbridge 
BurGON, Freperic, Wisewood, nr 8h Juneill Webster & Styring. Sheffield 
Canter, Davin, Shiplake, Oxfood June 25 Cooper & Son, Henley on es 

Cuapmax, James Bart, Cambridge June156 RC & 8 Burrows, Cambridge 

Crooxs, Tuomas, Gloucester, Licensed Victualler June 23 Dighton, Cheltenham 
Daspy, Jonny WiLiiam, Lincoln, Solicitor Junel Danby & Co, Lincoln 

Eastwoop, Saran Ann, Canton, Cardiff Junel Lewis & Pocock, Cardi 

Fernipay, Epwin Joserx Pitcurorp, Edgbaston, Chemist June9 Mogford, Birmingham 
Foreman, Frepenick Jonx, Marden, Kent, Beerhouse Keeper y 16 Bracher, 


Garnow, Mrs Frances, Martock, Somersets May 31 Dimond & Son, ie Beet Milk st 
Gray, (ae Fiytayson, Luton, Bedford, Licensed Victualler June 18 


Hatron, Saran, Paris June 20 Tamplin & Co, Fenchurch st 

Hartey, Exizasetu, Hythe, Kent June23 G& GS Wilks, Hythe 

Hagiey, Grorce Warpsox, Manor Park, Essex, Chemical Manufacturer June 22 
Wheatly & & Co, New inn, Strand 

Hazzis, Sana Mvuiiines, Devonport June 24 =. Devonport 

Haszis, Wii11am Tuomas, Chelsea Junel6 Sole & Co, : ~~ peed 

Heagp Maky Axx, Notting Hill June7 Sparkes & Co, Exete: 

Hicxsorr, Herpert ~ poem Rotherham, Solicitor June bt Hickmott & Co, Rotherham 

Hvpson, Tuomas, Drax, York, Joiner June13 England & Goole 

Horerett, CurwesT Br RY, Southminster, Essex, Vi 





Surgeon June 24 Crick & 
Hvreect, Wii1iam Aspey, Southminster, Essex, Veterinary Surgeon June 24 Crick & 
Freeman, Maldon : _ 


Jouxsox, Witi1am, Chichester, Builder June 15 Sowion & Co, Chichester 

Kirton. Lypra & — Barnt Ash Hill, Lee June 8 Batchelor & Batchelor, Croom’s 
wi 

LaiTuwaite, THomas, 8t Helens, Lancs, General Dealer June 4 Bate. 8t Helens 

Laroc Cartes Desree, Lyre Eure, France June9 Rehders & , Mincing ln 

Matiys, Mrs Many, Pad ucks May 30 Hearn & Hearn, Bucki 

May, Samvet Francis. M ey. Birmingham Junel0 G@ er & <oBiingham 

Mazer. Jaxz, South Shields June1lt Wawn & Smith, South Shields 

Morais, Exizasetu, Birmingham May 81 Mitchell & Wilmott, Birmingham 

Mosgy, Many, Plymouth June 30 Rooker & Co. Plymouth 

Narizrg, Wiuriam, Rothbury, Northumberland June 20 Ward. Newcastle on Tyne 

Oxmosproyp, Joux, Wibs+y, Bradford, Innkeeper June9 Banks & Co, Bradford 





Peet, Recinatp ARTHU z Haworrs, Albany st June 19 Fe ’s inn fields 
Pizecy, Grorcr, M 4 Hop M June & Humphries, 
Manchester 


Prestice. Rev Henry, Langley, Kent Junei0 Tylee & Co, Easex st, Strand 
—— Bicaarp Biackwoop, Norfolk cres, Hyde Park June 16 Wade, Old 


ewry 
Pritcuagp, Taomas, Leominster, Watchmaker June 2 Easton, > ned 
Reape, E..ex, Bath Juned Surman & Quekett, Lincoln’s inn fields 
Rosiyson, Jasper, Tottenham, Pork Butcher June7 Ashbridge, Whitechapel rd 
Rosinson, Ricuarp. Southport June 14 Yates, Southport 
Rusk, Puiir, Bristol June9 Peai:son, Bristol 
Bock, Se.ixa Mary, Bristol June1l6 J L & ET Daniell, Bristol 
Suaceiey, Joseru, m, Cumberland. Surveyor June 22 Jones, ese ¥ 
Suirtos, Joszru ——— Livapod, Manufacturing Chemist June 11 HC& AS 


Liver 

Erxnox, Mancager, Whitcbaven, Soettnt Jure 9 Thompson, Whitehaven 
Sxe.iy, Pateicx, Havert:ee, Liverpool, Salesman June 19 O’Hare, Liverpool 
Surtu, Anwiz, Leek, Stafford May 31 En fen Winchester 

Spvae, Hewny Rovcers, Loxicy, nr Sheffield June5 Smith & Co, Sheffield 

Tave.ow, Evizasetu, Durbam Junei2 Wilson & Co, Durham 

Veniry. Cuattzs, Doncaster June 11 Atkinson & Sons, Doncaster 

Warp, Heyry, Hanley, Stafford June10 Sword & Son, Hanlev 

Wurrmong, Witt1am, Beccles, Suffolk, Tanner June 20 Ingoldby & Adkin, Frederick’s 


Jewry 
Witxissox Ortaspo, Bradford, Spaces ean er May 28 Banks & Co, Bradford 
Wiss, Witiias, Calver! , York oal Merchant” May rif Trewavas & Massey, Braéford 
‘Woop, Mrs Cuartorre ore, Hove, Sussex June Verrall & Boriase, Brighton 


London Gazette.—Tvzspay, May 15. 
a Jussiz, Hackney June15 Syrett & Son, Finsbury 
Begprs Wirerax fe Macney June 1 Brooks & Co, Godliman ot 
Bisnor, Eur, Wooburn Common, Bucks J ~~ 4 21 Thomas, Maidenheed 
BLACK, Jous, Southport July 11 Hodge, Sou 
Bristow, Aktuce, Bournemouth June 23 ee & Son, Dowgate hill 
Baowsxnica, Sir a Moorz, White Waltham, Berks June 2i Capions & Co, Savile 


Burt, Epuusp ree Christchurch, Southampton, Carrier June12 Burt & Haviland, 
Catiscu. Bicotass Arxoup, Amsterdam, Holland, Advocate May 24 Dunn, Draper’s 
Coxovox, Joux Hexzy Bowpex, Marazion, all July 31 Rooker & Co, Plymouth 


Cornw 
Coxapox, Many Axx, Marazion, Cornwall July 31 Rooker & Co, Plymouth 
Datos, Exta, Ipewich Junell Jackaman te a 
‘olverham: attle Dealer 





Dawes, Jaurs, pion, Ci ‘©, Cheltenham gton, Salop 
Fooun, Eowarp Brouiry, Cheltenham ayy ‘Griffiths Seouhe , 
GaRLicn. ALICE, satan, Lancaster June) W&J J Cooper, Preston 

Gowpie-Tavemas, Cuanizs Feaxcis, Douglas,I of M June 20 Rizon, Bi ite at 


Hamuce, Barst Viscent Lawnence Aturnic, Bow County, Montana, USA, Farmer 
Rectory, Cornhill 


Supe Parker & Vo, Bt Michael’s 


| Brooks, CuristopHEr, 





Harrtiey, Joun Esorautyt, Handsworth, Merchaat June16é Foster & Co, Birmingham 
Hartcagert, MarGaget Mania, Dulwich June12 Heath & Co, New London st, Mark In 
aoa, — Lanercost, Cum! » Yeoman May 30 Cartner & ‘Milburn, 
rampton 
JACKSON, JOHN Spermanty 3 Maidenhead June13 Stuchbery, Maidenhead 
J among Timotuy, Chelsea May 3) Edwards Gray’s inn sq 
JoxEs, WitL1AM Samvet, Holland Park, Barrister, June 12 Jones, Lincoln’s inn fields 
Locxwoop, Grorece, Holloway rd, Hosier June 18 Thomsons & Co, Cornhill 
Lomas, JosepH Witpina, Camberwell June 16 Olivant, Sidcup, Kent 
Mears, Joseru, Southsea, — June 16 King & Son, Portemonth 
Moore, James Lopas, Sarisb Hants Goble & Warner, Fareham 
Munven, Witt14m, Ringwood, ts June? Davy & Jackson, Ringwood 
Nuve, WItiiam TANNER, Cranbrook, Kent June 80 Hughes & Co. Budge row 
Pate, Witti4M. jun, Whisby, Lincoln, Farmer June 15 qevenee & Co, Lincoln 
Puituirs, Octavius, Ealing June 9 ne 9 Spyer & Sons, New Broad st 
Poreitt, JABEZ WILLiAM, Huddersfield June1 Armitage & Co, > [icra 
Roz, Mary Any, Battersea July 3t Wynne & Co, New ct, Carey st 


Ryan, Annie, Liv a x... r. a & Bird, Liverpool 
Surees, Jony. H -?-~ June 23 Granger & Sons, Leeds 
Sippey, Gores, Seid 3 yale Irons, Sheffield 


TEMPLER, ad Agruvr, Croo! » ur Winchfield, Hants Aug 1 Jobson, Lincoln’s 
eid s 

Wess, Georaz Artaur, Southampton June 22 Bailey & White, Winchester 

Wepewoopn, Arruor, York st, Portmansq June20 Eyre & Co, John at, Bedford row 

Wit —., IsaBetta, Asby, near Appleby, Westmorland June 1 Bell & Moordaff, 
ppleby 

beim Eas South Norwood June 30 Chandler & Rumboll, Bishopsgate st 
ithin 


WILson, b Aw Wat.ace, Darlaston, Stafford, Excise Officer June 24 Slater & Co, 
rlaston 
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Auten, Exiza, Handsworth June 30 Bolstan, | Birmingham 

Awsti£z, Jonny, Victoria st June 15 Crowders & Co, Lincoln’ 8 inn fields 

Baker, Ann, Wimbledon Park June18 Philbrick & Co, Basinghall st 

Bezcuey, Rev Sr Vincent, Hilgay, Norfolk June 20 & Wayman, Downham 
Market, Norfolk 

Bensox, Dororuy, Whitby, York July9 Cutler & Co, Duke st, &8t James’s 

Bitte, Rosert, Lanteglos by Camelford, Cornwall May 81 Gameson, Bodmin 

Brice, Mary, Northampton May 25 Chandler & Co, Basingstoke 

ldswick, viaColne June29 Leak, Barnoldswick 

Brown, Euizasetu, Mansfield, Nottingham Junels Alcock, Mansfield 

Browy, Emity Mantua. Sutton Coldfield, Warwick June 15 Pritchard, Birmingham 

Butcuer, Ropert, wees Town’s End, Southampton, Baker May 25 Chandler & (0, 


gstoke, 
Case, WILLIAM Bruce, Streatham, Clerk July9 Stammers, Basinghall et 
CADWALLADER, Mary Ann, Munslow, Salop June18 Male, Birmingham 
CuatrieLD, Henry, Londonrd June2l Pedley & Co, Bush In 
Cooper, Jouy, Southsea June 27 Pearce & Son, Portsea 
Corpwis, W1L.14M, Cinderford,Glos June 1 Carter, Newnham 
CoTTRELL, MaTILpa, Southport June 22 Threlfall, Southport 
Casa, BA vessel, ‘Woodchurch, nr Birkenhead, te Agent June 19 Cecil & Co, 
irkenh 
CRUICKSHANK, JAMES ALEXANDER, Chislehurst, Kent, Hay Factor June 29 Baddeleys & 
Co, Leadenhall s 
Dany1e1s, Bens amin, Stratford, Essex, Match Manufacturer June 1 Prestons, Stratford 
Davis, JOSEPH Roser, Islington June20 Double, Fore st 
Dowatp, Wict1am, Bromfield, Cumberland, Farmer June1é6 Bendle & Son, Carlisle 
Exuis, Tuomas, Grove Park, Kent Junell Buss, ee wa 
Eise, Fanny, Matlock Bridge, Derby “June 30 Branson & Bon, Sheffield 
Everitt Epwarp, Richmond, Hosier June 30 . Senior & Furbank, Richmond 
Farson, CHAR_es, Martin by Timberland Lin: Lincoln, Miller Juneil Tweed & Co, Lincoln 
Ferrey. Bexsamin Epmunp, Kensington June 24 Dunn & Hilliard, Guildhall chmbrs 
Fiicut, Matitpa CatTuarine, Brighton June 80 Lewis & Sons, Wilmington sq 
Foster, Davison, Foxholes, York, Farmer June 30 EJ & A Peters, York 
Fuiyer, THomas, "Twickenham June 15 Senior & Furbank. Richmond 
G. RDNER, HENRY, Fleet st June15 Godwin & Eon. Wool Ex: — 
pee JouN, Heckmondwike, Overlooker June 18 Iveson & ulay, Heckmond - 


Gow-Stevart-Gow, Mary Jannetre, Hawkhurst, Kent June12 Caprons & Co, Savi 
pl, Conduit st 

Graysos, CATHERINE, Eccles, nr Manchester June 16 Bowden & Livesey, Mancheste. 

Hammon, Jane, Dover June lé6 Field:ng, Dover 

Hammonp, James Risker, Tilmanstone, Kent Junelé Fielding Dover 

Ham™onps, Ricaarp, sen Fenton, Stafford July2 Allerton, Longton, Staffs 

Hanbury, zeueeen, Wyvenhoe Park, nr Colchester June 80 Lindsay & Co, Iron- 
monger 

Hicarys, , od Liana, Nun Monkton, York June 23 Spink & Brown, York 

Hitt, ALFRED Joun, Edgbaston June 80 Pointon, Birmingham 

Hoppixorr, GeorceE, Little Bucklacd, Glos, Farmer June18 New, Evesham 

Hovpen, Heney, Nottingham June 30 Freeth & Co, Nottingham 

Boorer, Mrs Keturan, New . or Berkeley, Glos "June 28 Tebbs & Son, Bedford 

Howarp, Greorcz, Ham June 28 Dod & & Co, Berners st 

Kenverpin&, Ricnarp, Walton, nr Stone, Stafford July 18 Waller & Sons, Coleman st 

Lawroapb, Lyp1a Janz, Southport Aug 15 Withington & Co, Manchester 

Lavyakp, Evear Leopoup, Salterton Devon July 5 Harding. Victoria st 

LowypeEs, Rey Cuartes WiLiiAm BSevsy, North Crawley, Bucks May 81 Garrard & 
Allen, Olney, Bucks 

Macpowap, Apa Jutia Awnetre, Liverpool June 2! Verrall & Borlase, Brighton 

Mavor, Percy Wit11aM, North Kensington, Engineer July 12 Kye & Eyre, Golden sy 

Mayo, Rev Turopore, Bridgnorth, Salop June 15 Mayo & Co, Drapers’ gdns 

MountrorD, James, Badbury House, nr Swindon, Wilts Kendal & &, Carey si, 
Lincoln’s inn 

Musser, me ape Joseruine Soruig Cuacvitsau, Paris June 14 Rehders & H'ges 
Minci 


incing In 

Paeny, Exiza, Brixton June 1 Elgood, Lincoln’s inn fields 

Peseece, James, Hoarwithy Mill, Hereford, Miller June 9 Burt & Evans, Ross 

Pootz Tuomas, West Kensington June 80 Withall & Co, Victoria st 

Braprorp, Joseru, Birstall, York, Newsagent June 23 Law, Batley 

Roacn, Joseru Hevey, Bristol, Contractor June 30 Watkins, Bristol 

Rosixson Jouy, Lancaster, Brick Manufacturer June 20 Thompson & Oakey, Preston 

en 7 a Hough Green, Lancaster, Brush Manufacturer June 14 Tyrer & 0, 
Liverpoo 

SAUNDERS, HENRY, —_ Vale Julyi5 8M &J B Benson, Clement’s inn 

Suex, Esa Morris, = Norwood June 30 Bell, King st, Covent Garden 

Svoven, Zaccuevs, Pe June 80 Jubb & Co, Halifax 

Tayior, Many, Chelsea June 18 H P & J H Cobb, Lincoln’s pit flelds 

Turses. Rosext Henry, Walton on Thames June 24 Young & Sons, Mark In 

Unnio, Jonan Eeyxst Apoien, Canonbury July 14 Evans, Queen Victoria st 

W eat, Evizapern a. Kent June18 Watts & Habershon, — Victoria st 

Wuir z, Tuomas, Merchant June 238 Cauater & Son, Liskeard 

Wuittixcuam, Snonaa, a Saaaee useman June 16 a Gresham bldgs 

Waeyenes, Gronue, Welaubusy, Builder June 9 Thursfleld & Messiter, Wednes- 
ury 


London Gazette.—Turspay, May 22, 


Axpersow, Emma, Nottingham June 29 Goodall & fon, Net Nottin 
AyprErson, Joun Penvieton, 7 June 29 «boo, iottingham 
AVPLEYARD, Tom, ictualler Fema) Bal Bailey, Ha 
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Azxotp, Rosert Kippie, Mitcham, Surrey, Licensed Victualler June 16 Webb, 
Bucklesb 


jury 
Burrr, Freperic Wiiu1am, Wimbledon June 4 Le Brasseur & Oakley, New ct, 
coln’s inn 
BARKER, me Wikia, Middlesbrough, Veterinary Surgeon July 7 Faber & Co, Stockton 
on Tees 
Bartix, Davip Heyry, Margate June 30 Faulkner, Chandos st, Cavendish sq 
Barrett, Mary, Lou hor, Glam May 28 Viner & Co, Swansea 
Beirne, Witt ay — —_ = 4 ay, meee In 
Bisnorp, Mary, Yor! une 26 Spin rown, 
Sass, — > or Upper Tollington pk, Stroud Green July 3 Sewell & Co, Old 
Broad st 
Buiancu, Mantua, South Shields June23 Smith, South —, 
Cecit, Witt1am, Bow rd June 30 Bannister & Co, Basi 
Crank, Emma, Datchet, Bucks June 30 Robins & Co, Fins! ary circus 
CLARK, JULIA Guildford July 23 Burgoynes & Greatbach, Oxford st 
CoxsuiTE. Davip, Richmond, Commercial Traveller July 17_ Barber, Fen ct 
Crisp, Ropert, Orford, Suffolk July 1 Steward & Rouse, Ipswich 
Cummins, JOSEPH, Liverpool, Contractor June20 Clarke & Davis, Liverpool 
Davizs, ALFRED Harry, Dudley, Worcester, Coach Builder June22 Ward, 
Deakin, HanNAH Many, Sheffield June 30 Gould & Coombe, Sheffield 
Dicker, Mrs Lucy. Clapham June 30 Gush & Co, Finsbury ‘circus 
DvuepaLzE, Anniz, Burnley June 23 —_ & Co, Manchester 
Evaxs, Jonny Wueaton, Scarborough July 2 Hick, Scarborough 
FiseR, Mary Ann Perry, Handsworth, Stafford June 30 Slater & Co, Dar! 
wars, Cuances Tuomas Mori ERAM, Wylde gn, Warwick July 17 Tyler & S elghton, 
irming 
Somer. Dame Lavra Any, Great Cumberland pl June 30 Smith & Co, Ashby de la 


Hayorart, Marrua, Exmouth, Devon June22 Farlow & Fuller, ane. Clement’s In 

Hayes, Grorae, Birkenhead, ( hester, ee June 22 Cecil & Co, Birkenhead 

Hoimes, Mary, "Patrington, York July 81 Grimshaw, Hull 

How RO¥D, JANE Exizasetu, Mirfield, York June 16 ‘Simpson, Dewsbury 

Jacxson, Epwarp, Sheffield, Table Blade Maker June 24 Newsom, Sheffield 

Jackson, Exiza, Sheffield June 24 Newsom, Sheffield 

Jacesox, Tuomas, Newsham Hall, nr Preston, Cattle Dealer June 20 Clarke & Co, 
eston 

Lams, Mary, Sheffield June 30 Rodgers & Co, Sheffield 

Lees, ‘Wintiams, Kennington June 20 Biggs & Co, Lincoln’s inn fields 

Lewis, Mary Ann, Kington, Hereford June 20 Temple & Philpin, Kington 

Lucas, Mary Any, B oxham, Oxford June16é Hancock & Co, Shipston 

Maatin, EvizaretH Mary, Piymouth June 24 Tucker, Plymouth 

Masters, James, Lamb’s Conduit st July 18 Wade, Clifford’s inn 


Dudley 
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Newmay, Mrs Mary. Bath June 30 Simmons & 


Co, Bath 
Pearson, James, Old Hill, Stafford, Grocer May 30 Cooksey, Old Hill, Staffs 
Puiiuirs, Jonn SUTHERLAND, Cheltenham June 30 Mallory, 

Putiurrs, WILLt1AM, vor, Gate, Sussex June 25 Bird & Eldridges, Great James st 
Rang, Jouy, North Hylton, Durham Garman, Joly Herbert, Sunderland 

Ricuarps, W1L1AM, Islington, Carman 

RicKaRp, iy Gavep, Portland, Colon 


Gresham 
Roy, Saran, Middleton, Lancs June 30 Jackson & Co, Rochdale 
Sacar, Any, Workington, Cumberland June12 Thompson, Whitehaven 

Sznror, Wit114m, Heckmondwike, York June 25 Iveson & a = Heckmondwike 
Cnene James Voss, ndsworth, nr Birmingham, Surgeon June 30 Lee & Co, 


ham 
Sieuiaen lee Ex1, Ashton on Ribble, nr Preston, Cotton Manufacturer July 1 
W & BR Ascroft, Preston 
Soorveaes. =. Bolton, Mey 81 Rant & ane, 
YER, Isaac Henry, Ipswich, Coal Agent Marshall, Ipswich 
Tomson, Tuomas, Hi Holy head’ June 8 Pritchard, Holyhead 
Torerati, Jaane, Vpper Raweliffe with Tarnacre, Lancaster, Farmer June 20 Clarke 


& 

TURNER, Tomas, Aston juxta June 18 Ansell & Ashford, Birmingham 
Tyzack, Janz, Sheffield June 24 Newsom, Sheffield 
Tyzack, JosuvA, Sheffield, Merchant June 24 Newsom, Sheffield 

Vickers, CHarLes Ernest, Appleby, Westmorland June 30 Brett & Co, Manchester 
Wetcn, Tuomas, ton June 80 Murray & Co, Bronte On In 

Witiams, Epwarp, Ysceifiog, 5 Jul Holywell 

Wisz, ayy Extison, Bethkm Jugal Bromley ky July 8 Tatton, Kensington 


Wooo Seuss Buiancue Apetaipr, Westbourne st, Hyde Park June 30 Faulkner, 
Chandos st, Cavendish sq 








To Soticrrors, Rea Estate Owners, AND REPRESENTATIVES.—We obtain 
Best Prices for all Quantities of Second-hand and Defective Rails, Scra 
Iron, Old Plant, &:. We undertake to SELL for Clients, at a modera‘ 
commission, or to Purchase outright where necessary, Iron, Steel, 
and Heavy Goods, Castings, &c. Highest references. Write or wire— 
Morpaunt Lawson & Co., Workington, Cumberland (Telegrams: Mor- 
daunt, Workington ; Telephone : No. 9), and Branches at Belfast, Bir- 





mingham, Carlisle, London, Liverpool, and Middlesborough.—[Apvr.] 








BANKRUPTCY NOTICES. 





London Gazette.—Frivay, May 18. 
RECEIVING ORDERS. 

Avzs, Epwarp Joun, Carnarvon, Cycle Mechanic Bangor 
Pet May 14 Ord May 14 

Batpry, WituiaM Jouy, ’ Abc, Norfolk, Shoeing 
Smith Norwich Pet May 16 Ord May 16 

Barzs, Epwarp, West ed tee ie Butcher West 
Bromwich Pet May 14 Ord M 

= Hewry, Sheffield Shefliela- “Pet May 14 Ord 


BuTLER, a Tuomas, a Walsall, Grocer Walsall 
Pet May 15 Ord May 15 
CratcaLey, Grores, Whiteshill, nr Stroud, — Quarry- 
man Gloucester Pet ~~ Ord May 
Cuiz, Evan, Radyr, Glam, Grocer Pontypndd. Pet May 
15 Ord May 15 
Dawe, Henry Cuar.es, ee General Outfitter Bristol 
Pet May 15 Ord May 15 
FexyeLt, CHARLES Avuaustus Mavpr, Chesterton, Cam- 
bridges a Pet May 16 ond Marie” 
Fiysemore, Grorcze Heatu, Kingston w hu, Tailor 
Kingston upon Hull Pet May 15 Ord May 15 
Fut, Samvet, Nottingham Nottingham Pet. May 15 
7 et May 15° De 
‘orp, Wit11aAm, Devonport, Grocer Plymouth Pet Ma 
16 Ord May - - : 
GoLpsToNE, Toten, Swansea, Draper Swansea Pet 
May7 Ord May 16 
Green, SAMUEL, ." Chimney Sweeper Leeds Pet May 
14 Ord Ma ay 36 
Coase, ~ pees am, Silk Merchant Norwich Pet May 
May 1 
Harts, WALTER ES bt gooey, Wheelwright 
Northampton Pet May 14 
Heave, Husart, Plymouth, Butoher » im Pet May 
16 Ord May 16 
Hosns. GrorcR, ol Grorce Wi1u1Am Hosps, Carpshields 
Farm, nr Waskerley, Durham, Farmers Newcastle on 
Tyne Pet May 16 Ord May 16 
Hvupsox, Freperick James, Studley, Warwicks, School 
: a _— et May 14 Ord May 14 
NGRAM, Harry coTT, Weston eu Sani' 
Plumber a ter Pet May 1d Ond Mey 16 wed 
Jones, Ezra, Walkden, nr Bolton, Farmer Belton Pet 
May 15 Ord = 15 
Joxes, Harry Wesson, Melbourne, Dates, Draper’s 
Assistant Derby Pet May 14 Ord May 
Jones, Joun Francis, Merthyr Tydvil, Bulldes Merthyr 
3 Tydvil Poe g = Garnarv 15 
ONES, OwRkN, glo, arvons, Quarryman Bangor 
Pet May 12 O1d May 12 
Kersiz, Epwix Cockxs, ya Suffolk, Grocer 
Colchester Pet May 14 Ord Ma 
Lononortom, CHRISTOPHER, Bradford Estate Agent 
Bradford Pet May 16 Ord May 
Lowe, re Dowpholland, fae , wae Liverpool 
Pet Ma: cf 14 Ord May 14 
-— or oe Lancaster, Joiner Wigan Pet 
May 
ee Soruia, Brixton High Court Pet April 
20 
Moraan, be 1 vee Glam, Collier Pon’ 
Pet May 14 ‘Ord May — 
om, iy Rr, Notting = Nottingham Pet April 12 
ay 12 
Homes, Page EL, Pontefract, zeta, Bhoeing Smith Wake- 
‘ field Prt May 16 | Ord May 1¢ 
AGE, cae, ednesbury, Staffs, Diemaker Walsall 
P. ay "h - Mi a ‘eds, ‘acturer 
RUDDEN, Ernest, Luton w Hat Manuf: 
Luton Pet May 16 Ord May 16 





Gorm, Watrer Jonny. rthants, Baker 


orthampton Pet May 14 Ord thay’ Ss 


| Surrn, Cuarues Cvrtis, 
} P 


| SourHGaTE, WALTER, West 








et May 16 ord 
uaham, Norfolk, Builder 
Norwich Pet May14 Ord Ma 


Sreincer, Kay, Northowram, ur Halifax, Butcher Halifax 
Pet May12 Ord May 12 
Stunineton, HENRY me West Emsworth, Hants, 
Flour Merchant Portsmouth Pet May 16 Ord May 15 
Suiiivay, Jonx, Bramhall, eshire, Coal Merchant 
Stockport Pet May15 Ord May 18° 
Tripp, Witiiam Tomas, Bucks, Farrier 
Aylesbury Pet May 15 Ord May 15 
Vavuauan, Freperick Wi: een Sree, Tobacco Merchant 
Preston Pet May 8 ay ag 
Weicrn, Barwet, Maxilla Notting Hill, Diamond 
Dealer High Court ‘April 10 Ord ae 14 
Wicxsam, Berrram CHARLES, 
Grower Brighton Pet April 26 Ord iy 14 
Witxrixsox, Tuomas, Cleethorpes, Builder Gt Grimsby 
Pet May 11 Ord May 11 
Witiarp, Ricuarp, _— Sussex, Tailor Brighton Pet 
May 15 ao 
Wittsoxy, Henry —— Stamford Baron, Northamp- 
So os Keeper P hubessush Pet May 16 Ord 
ay 1 
Wisox, Wittiam, wt Cheshire, Publican Stock- 
port Pet May 14 May 14 
You 4 Pane Leicester, Baker Leicester Pet May 15 
ay 1 
F(RST MEETINGS 
AckLanpD, WATER, and Henry Ackianp, Cardiff, Grocers 
May 26 at 11.80 Off Rec, ont) st, Cardiff 
Appteton, Ricnarp, Henley Thames, Jo een 
Plumber May 26 at 1 Off Ree, Endless st. Salisbury 
Asacey, Bicnarp, and Vincent Wituiam Asuiey, Crewe, 
Builders May 25 at 1030 Royal aoe, Crewe 
Barrson, Henry James, Dalton in Furness, Grocer 
| whale Off Rec, 16, Cornwallis st, Barrow in 


rness 
memes, En Wilsden, nr Bradford, Coal Merchant 
gb at 3° Off Rec. 31, “lnc 0, Bradford 
Corre Wituam Henry, Uttoxeter, Joiner May 25 at 2.30 
Ree, 47. Full st. Derby 
Cups. Henry, If —~ ak aie May 29 at 3 95, 


Temple chmbrs. _ 
Devereux, Tuomas, verfordwest, Wine Merchant 


bY, Lines, Boot Dealer | Nicnotts, (tue oe, Ryde, z y Painter May 28 


at 11.15 19, 


Ocuesy, Jouy, But haey 25 0t12 Temper 
ance Hall, Pembroke Dock 

Owen. om Ta Collier May 28 at 3 
135, High st, Merthyr 

Pearcey, GrorcE BaxcE, Dagenham, pues, Baldo 
May 2at3 95, Temple Draper diay 

PHILuips, eon ate y2at3 136, 

PickERING, Yosern, Shefield, Sette Date May 25 at 
12.30 Off Rec, 

Re, oo _— raitare Dealer May 25 at 
it Rec, 22, Park row, Leeds 


ES Water, West Rudbam, Norfolk, Builder 
May 26at130 Off Rec, & Legg 

Stanszipce & Fox, Upper W: Surrey, Coal 
Merchants May 25 at ll 24, Railway app, London 


.. 3 Joux Hupparp, Leeds May 25at 12,30 Off 
Rec, 2%, Park row, 

Srvess, Remap Groner, Filey. Yorks. Cycle Dealer 
May 29at2 74. Newborough, Scarborough 

Wuiryett, Fraeperick Arrnur, Plymouth, Bootmaker 
May x8 at 11 Off Rec, 6, Atheneum ter, Plymouth 

Wi xrsos, Georcr, and Jons Catveer, Accringten, 
— Manufacturers May 25 at 11 Court house, 


Winerrr, Waurscr a: Exeter, Auctioneer May 31 
at 1 8. Bedford 


circus, Exeter 
SUDICA' TIONS, 
Axerman, Grorncs ALBERT te 
Factor 
— Epwarp 7 Carnarvon, Tone Pet 


Bapry, "Wiutian >» t-#F oe 
“Smith Pet 16, 


may ie 16 

Barss, oe yg Oy 
Bromwich Pet May 14 atlas mer 

Brary, Epucuxp ae Beer Retailer 
Bristol Pet 

Brinvers, Hewry, beftield Pet May 14 Ord 
May 14 

Bouen, Joux Tuomas, Walsall,Grocer Walsall Pet May 

Ord May 15 


15 
Coa Joun Wri1am, Lombard st, Promoter 





H a agwa Of, Dentist May Batis , oe 

ALL, igware y 2 at 12 
bldgs. Carey st 

Haaris, THomas Epwaprp, ae oo av, Stock Broker May 
28 at1l Bankruptcy bl st 

Hicxsort, Joszrs, New W: Berks, Clo’ Sales- 
man May 28 at 12 ‘ot Tempie chmbrs, Temple av 

Hitt, Cuarres Tertius, Eltham, a, Baker May 28 | 
at 11.30 24, Railway app, London Bridge 

Horroyp, Wittray, P’ , or wigan, Painter ae 
25 at 2.30 Court — King st, W 

Hupson, Freperick Jam we ‘arwicks, ool | 
a June 15} = it Reo, 17, Method at, | | 

Joven 


Jackson, WILtraM, Lanmiagten, Ironmonger May 28 at 
12 Off Rec, 17, Hertford st, Coyentry 

JENKINS, ome, ‘Warwick, Innkeeper May 28 at 2.15 45, | 

Co) gen st, Worcester 

Kitey, Wren, jun, Dunstable, Bois, Grocer | 
Watit Off Reo, 1a, St Paul's fora 

Lrypsey, Water, Beckenham, K Heat’ On Carriage Proprieto: 
May 25 at 12.80 26, Railway app, London Bridge 

Marxs, Ernram, Leeds, Fruiterer May 25 at 12 Off | 
Rec, 22, Park row, iene 





ouse, King 
Mortox, Wittram, Autay Hirt, and Heaseat Mor 
Cl Ironfound 


0. 
Reo, 81, Manor row, 


Comt Pet Oct 23 Ord May 15 
Ferneiu, Caaries Aveustus Maups, Cam! 
of Letters Cambridge Pet May 16 Ord 
Fiyyemworer, Groner Hearn, i Hull, Tailor 
ae ull Pet Ma —_ 
Fux, uy -y Arnold, Ni Pet May 15 


May 15 
Gray, Joux Ale Lancs, Draper Prestgn 
Pet April 19 Ord Ma 
Garex, Samvei, Sweeper Leeds Pet 
May 14 Ord May 14 
Gossers, Son, aa, Silk Merchant Norwich Pet May 
15 May 15 
Hats, WALTER Ms se Wellteabenegh, Wheelwright 
Northampton 
| Hy Shephend's © Ot ter 


Victualler 


Melbourne, 
Derby oy Pot May 14 Ona Mer ti 
Jones, Joun 5 Fossce, Merthyr 
Tydfil Pet May 16 Ord May 


TON 
ers May 28 at 11 off Lomgnorzon, Pet May 16” Ord May 16 Estate Agent 





» 
o 
. 
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Lower, Witi1am, Downholland, Lancs, Farmer Liverpool 
Pet Mayi4 Ord May 14 ‘ 

Magspen. Jony Standish, Lancs, Joiner Wigan Pet 
May 15 Ord May 15 

Merrens, Caan zs. London st, Tottenham a Cabinet 
Maker High Court Pet May9 Ord May 

Morsay, Davin, Tylorstown, Glam, Collier’ Pontypridd 
Pet May 14 Ord May 14 

Moreax, Grorcr Frepericx, East Dulwich, Builder High 
Court Pet March 21 Ord May 14 

Nanos, Artuur Cuapuix, Putney Wandsworth Pet Jan 
19 Ord May 16 

Norton, Samvet, P. ntefract, Saag Shoeing Smith Wake- 
field Pet May 16 Ord May 16 

OrexsHaw, Joun Grorcr, Southport, Solicitor Bolton 
Pet Airil18 Ord May 14 

Pace, Wiit1aAm, Wednesbury, Diemaker Walsall Pet 
May 16 Ord May 15 

Partersox. WILtiam, =. Hampstead High Court Pet 
March 22 Ord May 12 

Pearcey, Grorce SamvueEt, Dae, "ee Builder 
Uhelmsford . Pet April1l Ord May 15 

Pauppen, ERNEST Luton, Bedford, Straw Hat Manufac- 
turer Luton Pet May16 Ord May 16 

Saxpersox, Hexry ARTHUR, =, | onan Contractor 
Rochester Pet Aprif1l Ord May 

Scorrt, Water Jonny, Paulerspury, ‘Northampton, Baker 

Northampton Pet May 14 Ord May 

SmiTra, CHartes Curtis, p= ‘tines, Boot Dealer 
Boston Pet May 16 ‘Ord May 

SouTHGaTe, Water, West Fudham, Norfolk, Builder 
Norwich Pet May14 Ord May 14 

Srrixcer, Kay, Northowram, nr Halifax, Butcher 
Halifax Pet May 12 Ord May 12 

S8uciuivax, Jony, Stockport. Cheshire, Coal Merchant 
Stockport Pet May 15 Ord May 15 

Terre, Witt1am Txomas, Beaconsfield, Bucks, Farrier 
Aylesbury Pet May 15 Ord May 15 

Warsctrox, Wriiiam Hewsry, Bristol, Wholesale Con- 
fectioner Bristol Pet May 12 Ord May 15 

WItxrssox, THomas, Cleethorpes, Builder Great Grimsby 
Pet May 11 Ord May 11 

Witisox. Hexry Witiiam, Stamford Baron, Northants, 
Hotel Keeper Peterborough Pet May16 Ord May 16 

Wisor, Witiam. Stockport, Cheshire, Publican Stock- 
port Pet May 14 Ord May 14 

Wiwystey. Watrace James, Exeter, Auctioneer Exeter 
Pet April 26 Ord May 14 


Youres, Roperr, Leicester, Baker Leicester Pet May 15 | 
Ord Ma: 


y 15 
London Gazette —Tumspay, May 22. 
RECEIVING ORDERS. 
ARENSBERG, PAMvEL, ium, Leeds, Merchant Bradford Pet 
May 16 Ord May 1 
Braroxs, GrorcE bed ae, Joiner Portsmouth 
Pet May 18 Ord May 18 
Bewxett, Bexs amis , Chester, Farmer Chester Pet May7 
Ord May 17 
Burros, CHartes Wiiiiam, Cambridge, Sausage Skin 
Manufacturer Cambridge Pet May18 Ord May 18 


Cattacuax, Hexry, *Tottenbam, Mercantile Clerk | 


Edmonton Pet May16 Ord May 16 

Carevruers, Jaurs Byam, Chiswick, Printer High Court 
Pet -; 18 Ord May 18 

Crrtey, H E, and Freep ee i cae Builders High 
Court Pet May 16 Ord Ma: 

Drmock, Evizaneru texte Bedford. Private &chool 
Proprietress Becford Pet May 16 Ord May 16 

Dutrox, Tuomas, Holland park av, Doctor High Court 
Pet April 26 Ord May 18 

Ertox, Joszru, Burgh le ae, aan, Cattle Dealer 
Boston Pet May 19 Ord May 

—— 2 ~ York, Coal Secse York Pet May 17 


ay 1 
Fisner, Brawazo, Birmingham, Wholesale Tobacconist | 
Birmingham Pet May i4 Ord May 14 


Praueety, Atzert Epwarp, Birmingham, Butcher Bir- | 


mingham Pet May 15 Ond May 15 
Frecxensters, Feitz, Leeds Leeds Pet May 3 Ord May 18 
Gass, Hues Oswis, Bewdley, Worcesters Kidderminster 
Pet May3 Ord May 17 


Gizes, ; eae” Coal Merchant Cardiff Pet May | 
17 


Heatu, Grorcz Axtuony. Heddon st, — st, Jeweller 
High Court Pet April 11 Ord May 18 

Joxses, Jons, Hafod, nr Pont » Timberman Ponty- 
pridd Pet May17 Ord May 17 

Lockyer, Soruta, 
close, Artificial Flower Manufactur 
Pet May 18 Ord May 18 

McNeu1, Any, Westminster Bridge rd High Court | 
Pet May 18 Ord May 18 

Maerz, Jase. South Wingate. poten Innkeeper Sun- 
deriand Pet MayS5 Ord Ma 


facturers High Court 


Mitzir2, Roreer, Nottingham, Ca Cabinet Maker Nottingham | j 


Per May 18 Ord May 18 

Mo.iex, Frieprica Wriaetx Lrowia, Croydon, General | 
Merchant High Court Pet Mayis Ord May 18 

Rew, Veaxox B, Leeds, Furniture Dealer Leeds Pet 
April 19 Ord May 18 

Scnoerizty, Sam. Saltaire, Yorks, Clerk Bradford Pet | 
May 19 Ord May 19 

Scorcure, Bexey Wiiitam, Leicester Leicester Pet May 
18 Ord May 18 

Savowicn, Cusetes, South Shields, Diaper Newcastle on 
Tyxe Pet Way 18 0.4 May 18 

Surrn, Haney, salford, Lanes, Plumber Salford Pet 
May17 © 4 May 17 


Srarizs, Sreapuas Witttam Asptaxp, Pagham, Sussex, | 


Miller Brighton Pet Mayi7 Ord May 17 


Tarion, Lyo1s, Jase, Eton, Bucks, Ironmonger Windsor | 


Pe May 16 (Ord ‘May 16 
Uneett, Prascis hg Cheltenham, ~ sor 
an ey Pet May 18 Ord May 18 
miTworTa, Bau Meoury, Dewsbury, Newsagent Dews- 
Pet May 14 Ord May 
Witssms, Joun, FP 
Ww Wi sn Ge =d Camborne, 
ILLiAMs, a tay yRss Cornw: Baker 
Truro Ord May Ww ” 


Wititram Morcas, Bartholomew | 


Glan, on Dealer Pontypridd | 


Winxpuau, F, Clapton, ta Eogineer High Court Pet 
April 20 Ord May 17 
Amended notice substituted o that ae in the 
London Gazette of April 6 
Sincieroy, Wiit1aM Tuomas, Lytham, Lancs Manchester 


Pet March 17 aere s an. 


Ames, Epwarp Jouy, Carnarvon, Cycle Mechanic June 7 
atll Ship Hotel, Ban Bangor 

AnensBEeRG, Samvet, jun, Leeds, Merchant May 30 at 12 
Off Rec, 31, Manor row, Bradford 

BgaTox, Feores Epwix, 4 Joiner May 29 at 
3.30 Off Rec. Cambridge janc, Portsmouth 

Briuamy, y * Cuarves, Uardiff, Baker May 30 at 12 
Off Rec, 117, St Mary st, Card: iff’ 

Bennett, Bensamis, Chester, Farmer May 30 at 2.30 
Crypt chmbrs, Eastgate row, Chester 

Bower, WituiAM Artuor, Stafford, Baker May 29 at 11 
Off Rec Wolverhampton st, Dudley 

Bripvces, Henry, Sheffield May 29at 12 Off Rec, Figtree 
in, Sheffield 

Burron, Cuartes Wi.tiam, Cambridge, Sausage Skin 
Manufacturer May 29 at12 Off Rec, 5, Petty Cury, 
Cambridge 

CHAPELOW, Soouste, Durham, Druggist May 29 at 145 
Three Tuns Hotel, Durham 

Curr, Atrrep, Liverpool, Estate Agent May 80 at 12 
Off . 35, Victoria st, Liverpool 

CoGHILL, Harry, Southend on Sea, Mineral Water Manu- 
facturer May 29at3 Room 53, Bnkcy bldgs, Carey -* 

Co..1s, JAmzs, Thornton Heath, Surrey, Carman May 
at 11.30 24, Railway app, London Bridge 

Consett, Jonn, Camberley, Surrey, Hotel ' Proprietor May 
30at12 24, Railway app, London Bri 

Dawe, Henry Cuarzes, Bristo!, General ier May 30 
at 12.15 Off Rec, Baldwin st, Bristol 

FewneE.t, CHARLES AUGUSTUS Maun, Chesterton, Cam- 
bridge May 29 at 12.30 Off Rec, 5, Petty Cury, 
Cambridge 

Fixnemore, Grorcrk Hearn, Kingston upon Hull, Tailor 
May 29 at 11.30 Off Rec, Trinity ey In, Hall 

Dealer June 1 at 11.30 


— gy, Gronce, York, Coal 
ff Rec, 28 w ao York 

Somme Jous W, Shepherd’s Bush, Tailor May 29 at 12 
tas kruptey bldgs, Carey st 

Gray, Jonxn WILiiAMm, Morecambe, Lancs. Draper June 
1 at 2.30 Off Rec, 14. Chapel st, Preston 

Greey. Saucer, Leeds, Chimney Sweeper May 30 at 11 
Off Rec, 22 Park row, Leeds 

Geirrix, Sam, Norwich, Silk Merchant May 31 at 12 
Auction Mart, Tokenhouse ard, London 

Hargisox, Rosert, Morecam Lancs, _ Merchant 
June lat 3 Off Rec, 14, Chapel st, Presto: 

Hawkins, WILLIAM, ; Wokingham, Builder May 81 at 12 30 
Queen’s Hotel, Reading 

Hosss, Grorcz, and Gzorcz Wi1114m Hosss, Carpshields 
Farm, ne Waskerly, Durham, Farmers May 29 at 11.80 

| Off Rec, 30, Moseley st, Newcastie on Tyne 

| Hottanp Saran ALICE THERESA, Taunton, Corn Merchant 

| May 30at 1130 Off Rec, 5s. Hammett et, Taunton 

Hvumpesreys, Evan, Mary Hvoumpureys, and Ricuarp 

Roperts, Portmadoc, Butchers June 6 at 11.80 Sporte- 
man Hotel, Portmdoc 

Jensincs, Rospert CxHaries, Edgbaston, Birminghan, 
Engineer's Draughtsman May 31at11 174, Corpora- 
tion st, Birmingham 

Joyzs, CHARLES, ‘Myo nyddyslwyn, Lag 4 gad May 30 at 
il Westgate ehmbrs, N rt, Mi 

| Forms, @zea, Walkden, nr Bo! — Deamer May 29 at 11 
y 


, Exchange st, 
| Jowzs, Joun, Ladywood, Bi cosingheess, Builder May 30 at 
2 174, Cor Se a ‘Tonieate 
| Joxzs, Owrs, Teed: Henao — Quarryman June 7 
at 11.156 Ship 
Krirxpy, HEesrietra, Lee May 30 at 12 Bankruptcy 
bldgs, Carey et 
LitrLesoyes, FREDERICK, een, on Sater May 80 
at 11.30 Westgate chmbrs. tat ge ates 
LoyasortTom. CHRISTOPHER, Bradfor. Estate J Agent May 
80 at11 Off Rec, 31, Manor row, Bradford 
Lowe, WiLitam, Downholland, Lancs, Farmer May 30 at 
2 Off Rec, 35 Victoria st, Liverpool 
| Morris Arruvr, Aberdare, Plumber May 80 at 2 135, 
High st, Merthyr Tydfil 
| M Moss, ARTHur, apy om May 29 at 12 Off Rec, 4, 
| Castle pl, Park ottingham 
| Onwax, NATHAN Aanox, Pontyminster, Mon, Clothier 
May 30 at 12 Westgate chmbrs, Newport, Mon 
| Pace, Wituiam, Wednesbury, Staffs, Diemaker May 30 
lp at 11 os gn 
ARKER JAMES Ironmonger May 29 at 12 
County Court house, Blackburn . 
Builder May 


| Psc — Wavrer Suenipay, '- 
Lat12 173 Corporation st, i ham 
re. Henry, Re Boat, Glam, Collier May 31 at 12 
135. High st Tydfil 
| iene CLEMENT, pow Maziow Rrironre, Stroud. Glos, 
| Woollen Manufacturers June 1 at 130 Queen’s 
| Hotel, Leeds 
Scorcuer, Heyry Wiitism, Quorn, Leicesters May 29 
at3 Off Ree, 1, Berridge st, Leicester 
SxaKesnart, Sipsey Wriutam Hexpert, Birmingham, 
Grocer May 30 at 11 174, C ation st, Birmingham 
Saw, Joseru, Woodsetton, Sta 8, General Dealer May 
8iat 1030 Off Rec, Wo!verhampton st, Dudley 
} Sincietos, Wittiam Tuomas, —_ Lancs May 31 at 
3 Off Bee, Byrom st, Ma 
| Srernens, WALTER Woopwanp, Walsall, Outfitter May 
80 at 11.80 Off Rec, Walsall 
Srvsrsctox, Henny Tuomas, me Hants, Flour 
ia May 2 at 3 Off Rec junc, 


ee Spier 
, tt Grower 


eter. 


May Mati2 Off Rec, 





| Portamou 
Waners SUTTON wnssss Hewnry, 
May 30 at 12 Off Rec, 
| wisn KHAM, CHARLES vm tens i stent 
June 7 at 10 30 
Win “ Witiuan pay 
lati2 Off Rec, Bosew 
You. —4 Sovane, kee tes 
» Berridge st, 


ADJUDICATIONS. 
ARENSBERG, SaAmvzgL, jun, Leeds, Merchant Bradford 
May16 Ord 


Asuvey, Ricuarp, and Vixcent Witttam Asuuey, C 
Builders Nantwich Pct May8 Ord May 17 

Beaton, Gzorce Epwiy, sem, Joiner Portamo 
Pet 7B 18 Ord May 

Bensett, BensaMin, Chester, Farmer Chester Pet May? 


y 19 

Besson, Groncr, Dorret st, East — st, Manufae 
High Court Pet Feb 23 Ord May 19 

Burton, CHARLES Wheszam Cambridge, Sausage . 
Manufacturer Cambri Pet May 18 hoon May} ” 

Carnsamex, Henry, Tottenham, Clerk onton Pat 
Mayi16 Ord May 16 

Carew, Samvezt, Bristol, Tea Merchant Bristol Pet 
Ord May 17 

Consett, Jony, Camberley, +p Hotel Prop 
Guildford Pet May11 Ord May 

Corniox, Ricnarp Ware, Herts, Solicitor High © 
Pet April7 Ord May 19 

Coma, Ewis, Netley Abbey. Bilay te G 
Southampton Pet April 26 wag te ere 

Dmtmock, ExizasetH Barnanp. Bedford 
prietress Bedford Pet Mayié Ord -e 

Ertox, Josers, Burgh le —o, D caaa stile D 
Boston Pet May 19 Ord May 

a -< T York, Coal Dealer York Pet Mp i 

17 


FisHER, Brnwanp, Birmingham, Wholesale Tobaceo 
Bir Pet May i4 Ord May 15 

FLAvERTY, ALBERT Epwarp, — Butcher 
mingham Pet May15 Ord May 

Forzss, Joun Witutam. Shepherd's Bush, Tailor 
Court Pet Aprili2 Ord May 19 

Forp, Witt1am, Devonport, Grocer Plymouth Pet 
16 Ord May 17 

Gress, Henry, Cardiff, Coal Merchant Cardiff Pet 
17 Ord May 17 

Go.psTone, Barnett, Swansea, Draper Swansea 
May 7 May 17 

Hatt, Frank, Fy yd rd, Dentist High Court 
April 20 


Hosss, Gzorce, and Bosase Witi1am Hosss, Carp 
Farm, nr Waskerley, Durham, Farmers Newcastle 4 
Tyne Pet May16 Ord May 17 

Ho.vianp, Saran Avice THERESA asuetem, Corn Merchaat 
Taunton Pet May8 Ord May 1 

Hupson, Freperick James, Gealiee, Warwicks, 8 
Proprietor Warwick Pet May14 Ord May 17 

Incram, yy & Bae se Weston super Mare, Sanit 

Plumber ater Pet May16 Ord May 17 

JENKINS, Some arwick, Innkeeper Worcester 
May1 Ord May 16 

JonEs, , iy Hafod, or Femtepsttt, Timberman Ponty= 
pridd Pet May17 Ord May 17 

in Martin, Birmingham, Tobacconist Birmingham” 


et May1 Ord May 18 3 

MoNEILL, Amy, hy ae Bridge rd High Court Pe 
May is Ord May 

MILLER, ao Nottingham, Cabinet Maker Nottingham 
Pet May18 Ord May 

——} y bende Wasa — IW, Painter New 
port Pet May1l Ord May ; 

Pecxmore, WALTER new gg Birmingham, 

Pet May 2 Ord May 12 

Reap, CuaRues Davin Joux, East Dulwich, Baker High 

Court Pet March 20 d May 16 


Pet May 18 Ord May 18 
SEDGWICK, hit South ite, Draper Newcastlea@ 
Pet May 18 Ord May 
SuakesHart., BipNey Wnasas’ Birmi 
Birmingham Pet April 27 Ord May 12 
Sims. Gzorce Freperick Vernon, Bayswater High 
Pet April21 Ord May 16 


May 17 Ord May 18 
SrapLes, SrzapMaAN WiLiiAM AspLAND. Pagham, Sussex; 
Miller Brighton Pet _y 17 Ord May 17 


et May 16 Ord May 16 


Cheltenham Pet May18 Ord May 

Vavanay, Freperick Wittax, Preston, Tobacco Merchant 
Preston Pet May3 Ord Ma 

Waren r> Mep.ey, Dews' a Newsagent Dews 
bury my | 18 Ord May 18 

Wrtaas, Jou 

t May 17 Ord 17_ Ord | May 17 


Noes INDERMAUR & THWAITES 
(Editors of the ‘‘ Law = gg Journal,’ &c. 7 eo 
-lane continue to read 
BtaSente both im Clase and Privately and through the Post 
for the Solicitors’ Final and Intermediate Examinations 
and for the Bar Final. Particulars mem BS or by letter, 
Norz.—Pupils have the use of a set of rooms and the 
library at 22, -lane, for study during we, a 
Last June Fivan.— ery member of 2 classes (26) who 
bad read from 3 to 6 months passed, Out of 15 sent in for 
Honours 10 were in the Honours list, including 2 Prizemen, 


A®. CUTHBERT SPURLING, M.A, 
rf B.C.L. (Oxford), First Class Honours, late Scholar 
of Christ Church, Editor of the 11th Edition of “ Smiths 

Manual o Law,” continues to PREPARE for 
the Bar and all University Law Examinations. 


Bar Examination, May, 1899—15 -_ up, 14 passed. 
June, 1899—A A pupil gained gained eke C.L. — at Oxford, 


AR. "BERTRAM 7it0ns iL B. (Lond. ) 
of 61, Fore-street, E.C., First in Honours Juris- 
prudence and Roman Law, First in Honours Common Law 
and Equity, Honoursman Solicitors’ Final, Exhibitionet 
Es University Law Scholar, Coaches for all Law Exam- 
nations. 








y 
Sonmamne. 8 Sam, Saltaire, Clerk Bradford Pet Ma it 
ScorcoHER, + sean, Quorn, Leicester Leicester 


Suir. Harry, Salford, Lancs, Plumber Salford Pe 


Tay en Lyp1a JANE, —. Bucks, Ironmonger Windsor : 
aE vasoees Wi.14m, Cheltenham, Snactete Dealer 


erndale, ‘Glan, Oil Dealer Pontypridd 


Ren 


dy Wier ry 
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